Aug. 1, 189t. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 35.] 657% 








THE AUSTRALIAN MERCANTILE LOAN AND 


GUARANTEE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
CAPITAL, £500,000. 
LONDON OFFICES—110, CANNON STREET, E.C. 
Australian Branches—Sydney, Brisbane, Newcastle, Melbourne, Stockton, Adelaide. 


Lonpon Boarp. 
Lord H. ULICK BROWNE. | J. F. VESEY FITZGERALD, Esq. 
JOHN HOWARD, Esq., A.M. Inst. C.E. 

The Company make ADVANCES upon all descriptions of MERCHANDISE consigned 
for sale to their branches in Australasia. They also act _as ts for the investment of 
British capital in Australia or upon mo’ re, and for Ci ion Debentures, pay- 
ing in London their coupons, interest, and dividends free o’ o 

In Shipping they are agents for sailing vessels from India and East, and are also 
indent agents and consignees for Colonial produce and English manufacturers. 

DEPOSITS RECEIVED anp INTEREST ALLOWED, 
6 months, 5 per cent. 12 months, 6 per cent. 
Deposits also received at seven and fourteen days’ notice of withdrawal at 3} and 4 per 


oh, ee 

and letters of credit granted on all the Com: ee : \ 
Every facility afforded to persons connected wi' Colonies, and their agencies 
ertaken : 


und ‘ 
Balance-Sheets, and further particulars will be supplied upon application. 
By order of the Board of Directors, 
H. MALCOLM, Manager. 





Telegraphic Address—“ DEJERSEY, LONDON.” 


HENRY DE JERSEY & CO., 


FINANCIERS and MORTGAGE BROKERS, 


1, TOKENHOUSE BUILDINGS, BANK, anv 
1, CHURCH COURT, LOTHBURY, } LONDON, EC. 


BIRMINGHAM—O.p Square CHAmpers, CorroraTion STREET. 
BOURNEMOUTH—75, O.p Curistcuurcn Roan. 

CARDIFF—5, Swiss CHAMBERS. 

NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE—130, Piterm Srreer. 


Negotiate MORTGAGES or LOANS on any tangible Securities on the most favour- 
able terms. hf also poy the Sale of, or Loans on, GROUND-RENTS, 
REVERSIONARY and LIFE ERESTS. 

The principal Securities dealt in are :— 

Landed Estates—Houses—Shops—Offices — Warehouses — Building Estates — Good 
Commercial Securities—Railways — Tramways — Stocks — Reversions — Life Interests — 
Local Rates—and Ground-Rents. 

Contractors’ Bonds are also Guaranteed. 


The Firm is also connected with a strong Syndicate in the City. , 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 








SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,503,554. 





DIRECTORS, 

Mathew, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 

Meek, A. Grant, Esq. (Devizes). 

Mills, Richard, , 

| ware 1 P. . Ne ie 

emberton, Henry ; 
Riddel SW Buchanan, Bart 
Rowcliffe, Edward Lee, asm 
Smith. . ; ht Hon stage E 

0 e y e E. 

Kekewich, The Hon’ Mr, Justice. Williams’ Yomer Ea? 

i — the Lord Justice. Williams, William, \. 


Bacon, The igh Hon. Sir James. 
Fredk. John, Esq. 
Brooks, William, . i ke). 





Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 


pagnie Générale d’Eaux Miner- 
ales et de Bains de Mer 
Lowther v. Caledonian Railway Co 


665 
Poor pase coy na Green, Re 664 
i e Streat General Estates - 
Tharsis Sulphur and Copper Co. v. 
uae Brothers & Co. and Richards 
& 


The Queen v. The Registrar of Joint- 
oa Companies; Ex parte John- 
2. 





e 
imited) v. d Oth 
Eee 








CONTENTS. 


Law Srupents’ JournaL 
Lega News 

Court Papers 

‘Winvine Up Norices 
Creprtors’ Notices 
Bankruptcy Notices 


Current Topics 
Tue Reoisrration or Private Com- 


CORRESPONDENCE ... 
New Orpenrs, &c.... 
Law Societies 








VOL. XXXV., No. 40. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, AUGUST 1, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


® 

WE print elsewhere the usual Vacation Notice. It-will be 

observed that the notice contains a special request that when an 

application has been disposed of solicitors shall apply at once to 
the judge’s clerk in court for the return of their papers. 





THE court business of the Queen’s Bench Division has, during 
the present week, been practically at a standstill. On some 
days no court was sitting, and on others only one. 





QuEEN’s Bencu interlocutory appeals have been heard in Court 
of Appeal No. 2 on several days this week before Lords Justices 
Linvtey and Fry, Lord Justice Lorzs being again absent. The 
other division of the Court of Appeal, from Friday until the end 
of the sittings, will consist of Lords Justices Livpiey, Kay, and 
Bowen, and will take appeals from both divisions. 


THE SEVENTEEN cases which remained to be heard by Mr. 
Justice Vaucuan WILLIAMS were commenced with by the learned 
judge on Thursday, and he was to sit again on Friday to com- 

lete a part-heard case ; but, in consequence of the absence of 
rd Justice Lorzs, and of the departure of Lord Esuer, Lord 
Justice Fry has been set free, and it was understood on Thurs- 
day that he would be appointed an additional judge of the 
Chancery Division, and would, as from Friday, hear the cases 
assigned to Mr. Justice VaueHan WILLIAMS, sitting in Court of 
Appeal No. 2. 7 








In 4 cas of Re Hilliard, on Friday in last week, Mr. Justice 
Romer held, following the decision of Mr. Justice Srreumve in 
Re Jones (31 Soxtcrrors’ Journat, 464, 36 Ch. D. 105), that it is 
no objection to a common order for the taxation of a solicitor’s 
bill, when it is obtained by the solicitor himself, that he knew 
and did not state that the client disputed his retainer as to the 
whole of the bill. The question is one of some importance to 
solicitors, and we understand that the case will probably be 
carried to the Court of Appeal. 





Our READERS should bear in mind that the power given by the 
Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890, to a com- 
pany to alter its memorandum of association extends only to 
companies “‘ registered under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886.” 





That some misapprehension exists as to this is shewn by the fact 
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that on Saturday last a petition came before Mr. Justice Romer 
for the confirmation by the court of a special resolution for the 
alteration of its memorandum of association which had been 
by a company which was registered under the Joint- 
tock Companies Act, 1856. The learned judge held that in 
such a case he had clearly no jurisdiction. He ordered the 
petition to stand over, so as to enable the company to register 
under the Act of 1862. 





THE REVISED draft charter of the proposed Teaching Univer- 
sity for London, to be called the Albert University, which has 
just been lodged at the Privy Council, provides that the Faculty 
of Law shall have power to elect four members on the council of 
the new university, and that, in case the Council of Legal 
Education established by the four Inns of Court, and the 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom shall at any 
time both signify to the Chancellor their desire to be represented 
on the council, they shall each be entitled to nominate one 
member, in which case, however, the number of members 
representing the Faculty of Law shall be reduced to two as 
vacancies arise. It has not as yet been announced whether the 
Council of Legal Education and the Incorporated Law Society 
have both agreed to seek representation. 





Orper 48 (4) of the Rules of the Supreme Court, June, 
1891, provides that where a writ is issued against a firm 
every person upon whom it is served must be informed by notice 
in writing, given at the time of service, whether he is served as 
a partner or as a person having the control or management of 
batt yorsmagers business. This rule (says a correspondent) 
“will give rise to much delay and inconvenience. How is 
the solicitor’s clerk who serves the writ to ascertain the posi- 
tion held by the person to whom he hands the writ? And, 
even if it were possible, it would be most inconvenient to have to 
pre there and then a notice in writing as to the capacity in 
which such person is served. As a rule, as soon as a clerk or 
other person serves a writ, the natural tendency is to get away 
as quickly as possible. In my opinion this rule will be found to 
be wholly unworkable.” 





Tae vervict of the jury in Mrs. Carucart’s case has empha- 
sized the desirability of allowing all persons in confinement as 
lunatics to bring the question of lunacy before a jury. At 
— it is only upon an inquisition that an alleged lunatic 

a right to demand a jury. As is well known, comparatively 
few lunatics are so found by an inquisition. If Mrs. Carucart’s 
relatives had not seen fit to petition for an inquiry we fail to see 
how she could have obtained the verdict of a jury in her favour. 
There must be many wealthy lunatics confined under the powers 
given by the Lunacy Act whose lunacy has not been determined 
upon a petition for inquiry. Why should not they have the 
benefit of a jury? We have pointed out before in this journal 
that there are three views of insanity—namely, the legal, the 
medical, and the popular. Apparently the decision in Mrs. 
CaTHcaRT’s case was not according to the legal or the medical 
standard, but according to the popular view, which, after all, 
may be the right one. There is a Lunacy Bill now before 
Parliament, but we are not aware that any change is contem- 
plated in the direction of giving increased facilities for persons 
confined as lunatics bringing the question of lunacy before a 


jury. 





AT THE ANNUAL provincial meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society, to be held at Plymouth on the 25th and 26th of August, 
Mr. E. F. Turner, of London, one of the assistant examiners 
for the Honours Examination, will read a paper entitled 
‘“‘Baron and Feme”’; Mr. Rosert Exzert, of Cirencester, a 
member of the council, one on ‘‘The Position of Trustees as to 
Answering Inquiries Respecting Reversionary Interests”; Mr. 
Gray Hit, of Liverpool, who has just been elected a member 
of the council, will read a paper on “ Restrictions by Contract 
a the Liability of Shipowners as Carriers of Goods”; Mr. 

. I. Cuamperzary, of London, another of the assistant 





examiners for the Honours Examination, will read a paper on 
“The Parentage of the Law Society” ; Mr. F. K. Munron, of 
London, will read a paper on ‘‘The Classification of the Cause 
List”; Mr. H. E. Grrssrz, of London, will read a paper on 
“Bankruptcy Law”; Mr. G. H. Cutzcort, of Truro, will read 
a paper on “The Stannaries Court”; Mr. Percivat Birxert, 
of London, will read a paper on “The Origin of Rights of 
Common”; and Mr. J. J. Coutton, of Lynn, will read a paper 
on ‘Footpath Obstruction.” This is a goodly list, and with 
the president’s address ought to provide ample food for thought 
and discussion for those attending the meeting. 





On THE APPROACH of the Long Vacation it becomes important 
to review, so far as may be, the work done by the judges of the 
Chancery Division during the present sittings, od particularly 
with reference to witness actions. At the commencement of the 
sittings the witness actions in the printed list numbered 521, and 
up to Wednesday last only 141 had been heard, and 200 had 
been otherwise disposed of. But 283 cases had up to that date 
been set down in the books, so leaving 463 still remaining un- 
heard. It appears that out of the 141 witness actions heard, 70 
were disposed of by Mr, Justice Romer and 22 by Mr. Justice 
VavueHan Wix.1aMs, the other four judges of the division only 
disposing of 49 between them. Of the other cases which stood 
in the printed lists, consisting of non-witness actions, adjourned 
summonses, and further considerations, 309 had, up to Wednes- 
day last, been disposed of ; but including cases of this class set 
down since the commencement of the sittings, 224 remained un- 
heard, and these, added to the before-mentioned 463 witness 
actions, made an aggregate of 687 cases still on the books, 
which at the commencement of the sittings contained an aggre- 
gate of 699. Having regard to the prospect of many cases 
being set down before the 24th of October, it cannot be predicted 
that, when that time arrives, there will be ground for congratu- 
lation on the progress made. 





THE DEcIsIon or the Court of Appeal in Pelton v. Harrison 
(ante, p 642) affirms the principle of Beckett v. Tasker (19 
Q. B. D. 7), and establishes that property of a married woman 
which, by reason of restraint upon anticipation, is not subject 
to execution during coverture, does not become so subject upon 
the death of the husband. To have held the contrary would 
have heen, indeed, opposed to the words of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, and would have been, therefore, 
an unnecessary interference with the law as it was settled 
previously to the Act. The rule laid down in Pike v. Fitzgibbon 
(17 Ch. D. 454) was that a married woman’s contract could be 
enforced against so much of her separate estate free from 
anticipation existing at the time of the contract as was left at 
the time when judgment on the contract was given. Section 1 
(4) of the Act altered this by providing that the contract should 
bind, not only the separate property which the married woman 
possessed at the date of the contract, but also all separate 
property which she might thereafter acquire. It is, how- 
ever, essential that at the date of the contract there 
should be separate property free from restraint on antici- 
pation, and, of course, property subsequently acquired does 
not become liable unless it is similarly free from restraint. 
Remembering, then, that the enactment only extends the 
married woman’s liability fo separate property subsequently 
acquired which is free from restraint, the question arises as to 
the mode in which it affects the married woman’s property upon 
the termination of the coverture. Such termination operates in 
two ways. It removes the restraint on anticipation, and thus it 
might be thought that the creditor would step in; but, unfor- 
tunately for him, at the very same moment it removes the 
separate use. Separate property, as Kay, L.J., pointed out, is 
property held separate from the husband, and, in the nature of 
— therefore, it cannot exist as separate property after his 
death. Hence, although the widow now acquires absolute 
control over her property, yet it is not separate property within 
the language of the Act, and no liability attaches to it. In 
Beckett v. Tasker (supra) W111, J., arrived at the same result by 
saying that the sub-section applied to married women, and not 
to widows, or, in other words, that it applied only to all separate 





Ee 
g 
arbi 
whi 


the : 
281, 
voler 


ques 
emp 
bro. 
Lial 
matin 
(Bor 
mer 
worl 
§¢ seq 
full 
of t! 
leav 
but | 
tinu 
his ¢ 
to be 
and, 
145, 
anni 
wille 
rest 
the 1 
put | 
the | 
Lop 
his e 
emp. 
sid 
rath 
ass: 
INT 
work 
but > 
in m 
agre 
beca: 
rathe 
pecul 
the n 
ham] 
count 
exact 
more 
to b 
Bras 
accor 
agret 
work 
parti 


Tx 
Haus 
Bray 
the ¢ 
(39 V 
dorse 
defen 
quali: 
Bills 
one f 
when 
word 
in the 








ware O FY = 


a lll 


or 


1D eee cM © co 


aes © OO 


r- 





Aug. 1, 1891. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 35-] 659 








Hace seg, 4 which the married woman, and not which the widow, 
might thereafter acquire. The case shews once again how 
arbitrary are the limitations on the liability of married women 
which the statute has introduced. 





Tue EFrxct of the decision of the House of Lords in Smith 
v. Baker § Sons appears to be to affirm the construction given to 
the maxim volenti non fit injuria in Yarmouth v. France (36 W. R. 
281, 19 Q. B. D. 647), as opposed to the wider sense ascribed to 
volens, so as to make it difficult to distinguish it from sciens, in 
Thomas v. Quartermaine (35 W. R. 555, 18 Q. B. D. 685). The 
question, as is well known, relates to the extent to which an 
employer can rely upon this maxim as an answer to a claim 
brought against him by a workman under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42). In Thomas v. Quarter- 
maine it was held by the majority of the Court of Appeal 
(Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., Lord Esuer, M.R., diss.) that, althou 
mere knowledge of the risk was not enough to debar the 
workman from recovering—in other words, the maxim is not 
“ scientt non fit injuria,” but volenti—yet it is sufficient if, with 
full knowledge of the danger, and also an exact appreciation 
of the risk he runs, he voluntarily goes on working. This still 
leaves it open to discuss the meaning of the term “ voluntarily,” 
but in practice the decision settled that any workman who con- 
tinued to work with a clear appreciation of the risk forfeited 
his claim to compensation. In this view the distinction sought 
to be set up between sciens and volens was of very little value, 
and, her tes J in Membery v. Great Western Railway Co. (38 W. R. 
145, 14 App. Cas. 179) Lord Bramwett would have practically 
annihilated it, holding that a man was willing whenever he 
willed to do a thing and did it. On that occasion, however, the 
rest of the House reserved their opinions as to the meaning of 
the maxim. But an important qualification had already been 
put upon it in Yarmouth v. France, and there the majority of 
the Court of Appeal (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linptey, L.J., 
Lopes, L.J., diss.) held that a workman who, in the course of 
his employment, discovered a defect in the plant and called his 
employer’s attention to it without result, could not be con- 
sidered to act voluntarily if he afterwards went on working 
rather than incur the risk of losing his situation. Thus in a 
passage quoted in the recent case by the Lord Chancellor 
Linpiry, L.J., said: ‘‘In the cases mentioned in the Act, a 
workman who never in fact engaged to incur a particular danger, 
but who finds himself exposed to it, and complains of it, cannot 
in my opinion be held, as a matter of law, to have impliedly 
agreed to incur that danger, or to have voluntarily incurred it 
because he does not refuse to face it. Fear of dismissal, 
rather than voluntary action, might properly be inferred.” The 
peculiar nature of the facts in- Smith v. Baker §& Sons, as well as 
the mode in which the case came before the House of Lords, 
hampered with some very curious findings by the jury in the 
county court, make it a little difficult, perhaps, to say what the 
exact effect of the decision will be, but it is clear that much 
more than mere knowledge of the risk will in future be required 
to bar a workman from recovering. The opinion of Lord 
BRAMWELL remains, as might be expected, unchanged, but 
according to the Lord Chancellor and the other law lords who 
agreed with him there must be evidence not only that the 
workman knew, but that he also consented to undertake, the 
particular risk from which injury resulted. 





Tue Hovse or Lorps, by a majority of three to two (Lord 
Hatssury, C., and Lords Watson and Herscuett; Lords 
Bramwett and Morris diss.), have affirmed the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal in Decroix, Verley, et Cie. v. Meyer § Co. 
(39 W. R. 2). e action was brought by the plaintiffs as in- 
dorsees of a bill of exchange which had been accepted by the 
defendants, and the defence was that the acceptance was a 
qualified acceptance within the meaning of section 19 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. The bill was drawn in France by 
one Friro, and was payable to him or order. But the defendants, 
when it was presented to them for acceptance, struck out the 
word “ order,” and, at the samo time that they accepted the bill 
in the ordinary way, they wrote across the top of it the words 





‘‘In favour of Mr. L. Detoppet Fiiro only.” Apparently, the 
striking out of the word “order” could, under section 8 (4) of 
the Act, have no effect whatever, as it still left the bill payable 
to a particular person. The question was, therefore, whether 
the above words amounted to a qualified acceptance. The rule 
adopted both by the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords 
was that, if the acceptor wishes » ae his acceptance, he 
must do so in clear and unequiv: terms, and it was thus 
merely a matter of fact whether this had been done in the 
preseut case. Lord Bramwett, indeed, was hardly prepared to 
apply this test, as, in these latter days, he has come to doubt, 
so he says, whether anything is clear and unequivocal ; but he 
decided, nevertheless, in favour of the acceptors. The majority 
of the House, however, noticing that the expression used was not 
“payable to,” but “in favour of,” and that this was no more 
than might be said of any payee, decided the other way. More- 
over, the words relied upon were not really part of the accept- 
ance at all. Obviously, the duty of making the qualification 
verfectly clear to all persons into whose hands the bill may come 
is properly thrown on the acceptor. 





Tue Compantes Act, 1862, does not seem to recognize the 
possibility of a transfer of shares being registered after the date 
of the winding-up order, but the point arose before the Court of 
Appeal in Re Onward Building Society (ante, p. 643) and the 
manner in which it can be done was there considered. The first 
question is whether section 153 applies. According to this 
transfers made between the commencement of the winding up, 
that is, the presentation of the winding-up petition, and the order 
for winding up are void unless the court otherwise orders. Ia 
terms this does not extend to transfers made after the winding-up 
order, and there seems to be no reason so to construe it. 
Linvtey, L.J., however, has expressed the opinion that 4 fortiort 
it makes a transfer without leave of the court after the winding 
up void, and the Master of the Rolls has now decided in favour 
of such a construction. But even if the transfer is not thus void, 
there are still difficulties in the way of obtaining registration. 
The list of contributories may have been already settled under 
section 98, and then the registration will necessitate a re- 
settlement. Probably the re-settlement could now be done by 
the liquidator under section 13 of the Companies Act, 1890, and" 
rule 88 of the rules thereunder, but the rectification of the 
register could only be effected by leave of the court or the 
sanction of the committee of inspection. Moreover, should any 
difficulty arise and an application under section 35 be made to 
compel the registration, section 87 interposes, and as it would 
be a proceeding against the company, it could not be made 
without the leave of the court. It would seem, therefore, that 
the registration of a transfer after winding up is not a par- 
ticularly easy matter to effect. 








THE REGISTRATION OF PRIVATE COMPANIES. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in The Queen v. The Regis- 
trar of Joint-Stock Companies supports the action taken by the 
Board of Trade with regard to the registration of companies 
under Part VII. of the Companies Act, 1862, and, unless the 
matter should be taken to the House of Lords, it renders im- 
practicable the plan which has been devised for avoiding the 
payment of ad valorem stamp duty on the conveyance of the 
property when a partnership is turned into a limited liability 
company. . 

The general rules for the constitution and incorporation of 
companies are of course prescribed by Part I. of the Act, the 
guiding principle being contained in section 6, which enacts that 
‘any seven or more persons associated for any lawful purpose 
may, by subscribing their names to a memorandum of associa- 
tion, and otherwise complying with the requisitions of the Act 
in respect of registration, form an incorporated company with or 
without liability.” This, however, is supplemented in Part 
VII. by the provision of section 180 that ‘‘every company exist- 
ing at the time of the commencement of this Act, pe he any 
company registered under the Joint-Stock Companies Acts, con- 
sisting of seven or more members, and any company here- 
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after formed in pursuance of any Act of Parliament other | founded. They were regarded as conclusive 


than this Act, or of letters patent, or being a company 
engaged in working mines within and subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Stannaries, or being otherwise duly constituted by law, 
and gonsisting of seven or more members, may at any time here- 
after register itself under this Act as an unlimited company, or 
a company limited by shares, or a company limited by guaran- 
: tee.” It is enacted, however, by section 179 (3) that no company 
that is not a joint-stock company as defined in section 181 shall 
register under Part VII. as a company limited by shares, and 
the latter section provides that a joint-stock company is to be 
deemed to be a company having a permanent paid-up or 
nominal capital of fixed amount divided into shares, also of 
fixed amount, or held and transferable as stock, or divided and 
held partly in one way and partly in the other, and formed on 
the principle of having for its members the holders of shares in 
such capital, or the holders of such stock, and no other persons.” 
It is necessary to notice the provision of section 183 (2), 
which, among other documents to be delivered to the registrar 
 eaawairyg to registration, mentions “‘a copy of any Act of Par- 
iament, royal charter, letters patent, deed of settlement, con- 
tract of co-partnery, cost-book regulations, or other instrument 
constituting or regulating the company.” Finally, when, in 
accordance with these enactments, the registration has been duly 
obtained, there comes into force the provision of section 193, 
with a view to which all the proceedings have been taken, and 
all property, real and personal, which belongs to or is vested in 
the company at the date of registration upon such registration 
more to and vests in the company as incorporated under the 

ct for all the estate and interest of the company therein. 

The scheme under which many companies have been formed 
so as to obtain registration under Part VII., and gain the 


benefit of the vesting of property without conveyance, is now | 


too well known to require any detailed explanation. A list of 
some of the more important of sucl companies is given by Mr. 
Patmer at p. 409 of his work on company precedents. It 
includes Ransomes, Sims, & Jerreries, Limited (capital, 
£500,000); Carrer |Parerson & Co., Limited (£250,000) ; 
Coompz & Co., Limited (£2,000,000); Rzm’s Brewery Co., 
Limited (£1,400,000); Truman, Hansury, & Oo., Limited 
(£1,215,000); and Wuirsreap & Co., Limited (£1,250,000). 
It would thus appear that the Inland Revenue authorities have 
hag comsblesble reason for invoking the interference of the 
Board of Trade. Stated shortly, the scheme consists in the 

artners executing a deed by which they constitute themselves 
into an incorporated company. The regulations of the company 
are framed so as to make it a joint-stock company within the 
meaning of section 181, and sufficient shares are transferred to 
bring the number of members up to seven. Application is then 
made for registration, under section 180, on the ground that the 
unincorporated company comes within the words “or being 
otherwise duly constituted by /aw,” and upon the meaning of 
these words, especially of the last two, the controvery turns. 
Until recently the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies admitted 
the claim to registration without demur, but at the beginning 
of last year the Board of Trade intervened, and the registrar, 
acting upon their instructions, declined to register any more 
companies formed in this manner. 

The contention on behalf of the companies is that the words 
“‘duly constituted by law” are to be interpreted as meaning 
duly constituted in accordance with law, or, in other words, so 
as not to violate the law. Assuming, then, that a company can 
lawfully be formed by private agreement in the above manner— 
and this seems to be now admitted—it is duly constituted under 
section 180, and is entitled to registration. Moreover, apart from 
the meaning to be given to the words “‘ by law”’ standing alone, 
there are some pretty strong indications that they are intended 
to include companies formed by agreement. Thus the insertion 
of the word “otherwise” seems to rank them with companies 
engaged in working mines within and subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Stannaries, and these clearly include cost-book mining 
companies which are constituted by agreement. Moreover, as 
we have seen, section 183 expressly contemplates that 2 company 
entitled to registration may be constituted by deed of settlement 
or contract of co-partnery. Upon these considerations the judg- 
ment of the Divisional Court (Cave and Cuartes, JJ.) was 








section contemplated companies formed by agreement, and as 
the court also held that there was no legal principle which for- 
bade the formation in this way of unincorporated companies, the 
mandamus to the registrar requiring him to register was issued. 

We have, on a former occasion (34 Soxicrrors’ JuuRNAL, p. 
262), expressed our opinion that this reasoning, so far as it 
depends solely upon the construction of the provisions of Part 
VLI. of the Act, is sound ; but we pointed out the difficulty which 
might arise in consequence of the scheme being thought to 
violate the general intention and object of the Act. In the 
Divisional Court this was not adverted to, but it has proved 
fatal to the claim of the companies in the Court of Appeal. 
Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ., indeed, were of opinion that section 180 
does not apply to companies formed by agreement, though, in 
arriving at this conclusion, they do not seem to have bestowed 
any attention on the considerations which induced the Divisional 
Court to come to an opposite result. But the real ground of all 
the judgments—and especially of that of Linpiey, L.J.—was 
that the device was merely an evasion of section 6. Of course, 
there can be no doubt that this is so, and the sole question is, 
whether it is an evasion for which the Act has left a loophole. 
If so, companies are perfectly entitled to make use of it. The 
Lords Justices, perhaps, hardly sufficiently considered this when 
they said that section 6, in prescribing a method in which com- 
panies can be formed by agreement, involves also the negative 
that they shall not be formed in any other way. It may 
well be suggested that, if this was the intention of the 
Legislature, no words were introduced to give expression to 
it; while, on the other hand, another way of forming incor- 
porated companies is expressly prescribed by Part VII. Hence, 
if, upon the construction of that part of the Act, it could be 
made clear that companies formed by agreement are included, 
then, in the absence of express words of prohibition in clause 6, 
it seems to us that they would be entitled to be registered. 
But, as we have pointed out, the majority of the court declined 
to admit that companies formed by agreement were thus 
included, though had this been put forward as the main ground 
of the decision perhaps more consideration would have been 
given to it, and an attempt made to answer the reasoning of 
the Divisional Court. The point, however, is not of immediate 
importance, since, for the present at any rate, it must be taken 
that the companies in question are not entitled to the benefit of 
section 180, on the ground that they are formed merely for the 
purpose of registration under that _section, and that this is 
impliedly forbidden by section 6. 

lt may be suggested that the decision will throw some doubt 
upon the position of companies which have already obtained a 
certificate of registration. Section 192 says, indeed, that such 
certificate is to be conclusive evidence that all the requisitions 
in respect of registration have been complied with, and that the 
company was authorized to be registered, but these terms are no 
stronger than those of section 18, under which the Court of 
Appeal have recently held, in Re Zhe National Debenture and 
Assets Corporation (Limited) (ante, p. 441), that the certificate 
was not conclusive that the memorandum of association had 
been signed by seven persons. If section 180 ean in no case 
allow of the registration of companies constituted by mere 
agreement, then, in the same manner, the court may hold that 
the certificate of the registrar is not conclusive. 

Of course, the decision leaves untouched the very important 
question whether the holders of shares issued as fully paid in 
companies registered under section 180 are not exposed to 
liability to pay the amount of their shares under section 25 of 
the Act of 1867. The argument against such liability is that 
the shares are validly issued as paid up in the unincorporated 
company, and that to allow section 25 to affect them upon 
registration would be to give it a retrospective effect. It 
is, of course, perfectly true that, in the absence of clear 
words, an Act of Parliament ought not to have a retrospec- 
tive effect, but the answer seems to be that, as to companies 
constituted after 1867, there is no such effect so far as the Act 
of Parliament is concerned, it being quite a different matter for 
this to impose a new term upon contracts which, by the action 
of the contracting parties, and with full knowledge of the Act, 
are subjected to its operation. In other words, it may well be 
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held to be a necessary consequence of registration that all shares 
in the company shall become subject to section 25, and it is no 
answer to say that at the time they were issued a contract could 
not be filed. The court would probably deal with this argu- 
ment very summarily. The registration under section 180 is a 
mere evasion of the requirements of Part I. of the Act, and if 
the parties have thereby exposed themselves te obligations under 
section 25 of the Act of 1867, they have only themselves to blame. 





REVIEWS. 
TNE LAW OF REAL PROPERTY. 


THE MopEern LAw oF REAL PROPERTY, WITH AN APPENDIX CoN- 
TAINING THE VENDOR AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874; THE CON- 
VEYANCING Acts, 1881, 1882; THE SETTLED Lanp Acts, 1882 
To 1890; AND THE MARRIED WoMEN’s Property Act, 1882, 
By the late L. A. GoopEvE. TxirD Epirion. Revised and 

artially rewritten by HowARD WARBURTON ELPHINSTONE, M.A., 

) eens of the Law of Real and Personal Property in the Inns 

of Court, and JAMEs W. CLARK, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. Sweet 

& Maxwell (Limited). 

The publishers of Mr. Goodeve’s well-known book have been very 
fortunate in the editors whom they have obtained for it, and in its 
present form it will start upon a new career of usefulness. Originally 
it was intended specially for students, but the object now has been 
to adapt it also for the use of practitioners, junior practitioners the 
editors say in their preface, but we apprehend that, whether old or 

oung, there are few who will not find it a convenient and reliable 
k to have at hand. It has been an undoubted gain to cut out the 
historical matter. This can be more usefully obtained elsewhere, and 

a knowledge of it may properly be assumed in a book which deals 

penny with the modern law of real property. Apart from this there 

as been no considerable change in the plan of the work, although a 
very useful chapter on copyholds has been introduced, and involun- 
tary alienation las been treated of in the chapter formerly devoted to 
conveyances only. It is an obvious improvement to class together 
voluntary and involuntary alienation instead of leaving the latter to 
be dealt with casually in the chapters on estates. We notice also 
that chapter 13, on incorporeal hereditaments, and chapter 16, on 
statutes of limitation, have been practically rewritten. 

But while these seem to be the most extensive changes in the work, 
they constitute but a small part of what the editors have done. The 
substance of the book is, of course, still Mr. Goodeve’s, and no un- 
necessary interference with it has been attempted. But every page 
has been subjected to revision, and a comparison with the former 
editions shews how thoroughly the work has been done. To a large 
extent the changes are changes in style, and by these alone an im- 
mense improvement has been effected. Obscurities have been cleared 
away, and the statcments of the law have gained greatly in exactness. 
But, besides this, additions have been made to the text, and still more 
freely to the notes. Among the additions to the text we notice a 
very lucid summary of the various sources and kinds of law (pp. 
1--4); an explanation of the application of the law of domicile to 
immovables (p. 24); a new exposition of the law of executory limita- 
tions (pp. 272—277); and a discussion of assurances operating by 
way of transmutation of possession, and of the expressions ‘ valu- 
able” and ‘‘ good” consideration (pp. 363—366). On the other hand, 
certain unnecessary portions of Mr, Goodeve’s text have been omitted, 
and, in particular, space has been gained in the chapter on statutes 
of limitation by leaving out the judgment of Lord Selborne, C., in 
Heath v. Pugh (6 Q. B. D. 345), which was formerly given in extenso. 

But even more useful than the additions to the text are the notes 
which the editors have introduced, and in which reference is made to 
all the best authorities. Among modern authors very extensive use 
has been made of Mr. Challis’s well-known work, and the statements 
in the text which treat of seisin in the orthodox way are corrected by 
reference to Professor Maitland’s articles in the Law Quarterly 
Review. Of the many notes which we have observed as being thus 
due to the labour of the editors we may refer to those on the nature 
of corporeal and incorporeal hereditaments (p. 12), and on covenants 
running with the land (p. 161). The latter contains an admirably 
succinct account of the de on a subject which is by no means an 
easy one. At p. 85, note (7), a curious passage is quoted from Coke 
shewing his indignation at the attempts made to tie up land by 
settlements: ‘‘ Found and new found perpetuities, a monstrous brood 
carved out of mere invention, and never known to the ancient sages 
of the law.”” Of the blemishes of the book we do not speak, for we 
have not found them, but we do not quite see why section 7 of 3 & 4 
Will, 4, c. 27, should be passed over so summarily at p. 417. A refer- 
ence might well have been inserted to the cases, such as Doe v. Bennett 
(7 M. & W. 226) and Day v. Day (L. R. 3 P. C. 751), which decide 


that the tenancy at will terminates at latest at the end of the i, 
A careful examination of the book has convinced us that it has 
greatly improved, and, considering that it still only professes to be 
elementary, it is surprising what an amount of information the editors 
have been able to include, besides putting the reader upon the track 
for following up his inquiries in the most efficient way. 


THE LAW QUARTERLY REVIEW. 


THE LAw QUARTERLY Review. Edited by Sir FREDERICK PoLLock; 
Bart., M.A., LL.D. July, 1891. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


To the articles in this number on “ Vagliano’s Case,” by Judge 
Chalmers, and on ‘‘ The Legal Restrictions on Gifts to Charities,” 
by Mr. L. 8. Bristowe, we have already referred. Mr. J. F. Clerk 
contributes a very interesting and learned discussion upon the extent 
to which a bare r of a chattel is entitled to recover 
for an interference with his possession by a wrongdoer. If he is 
under no liability to the owner, and is nevertheless allowed to recover. 
the full value of the article, this may leave the wrongdoer liable to 
pay over again at the suit of the true owner. Hence Mr. Clerk sug- 
gests that the wrongdoer must be entitled in such a case to set up the 
title of the true owner, and he states the qualifications which must 
for this purpose be put on the maxim that ‘ Possession is a good title 
against a wrongdoer.” Mr. Manson's article on ‘‘ Marital Authority ” 
shews clearly that the common law rule as to the power of a husband 
over his wife had a more real existence in days gone by than the Court 
of Appeal in the Jackson case were —— to admit, but he argues that 
it has long béen obsolete, and that the decision of Coleridge, J., in 
Cochrane’s case (8 Dowl. 630) was a retrograde step. He does not 
seem to notice the emphatic statement of the law by Lord Mansfield 
in The King v. Mead (2 Ken. 279), but the article gives a —s 
valuable and interesting account of the early authorities, : 
moreover, is excellent reading. In ‘“ The Waste of Judicial Power” 
Mr. Snow urges that the judges of the final courts of appeal—viz., the 
House of Lords and the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council— 
should be utilized for ordinary court work, and that the ee 
now existing for either increasing or rearranging the judicial s 
should be taken advantage of to merge the Court of Appeal in the 
House of Lords. The notes at the beginning on current cases are as 
interesting and racy as ever, and may specially be recommended for 
perusal. 








THE SETTLED LAND ACTSs. 


THE LAW AND PRACTICE UNDER THE SETTLED LAND Acts, 1882 to 
1890. WuitTH THE STATUTES AND THE RULES AND FORMS ISSUED 
UNDER THE SETTLED LanpD Act, 1882.. By AvuBREY St. JOHN 
CLERKE, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. SEcoND EpiTion. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 


We are glad to see a new edition of this book, and especially an 
edition characterized by such conscientious care and industry as that 
before us. The author is, we think, justified in saying that his book 
will be found ‘‘a complete index to the case law” on the Settled 
Land Acts. Not only cases decided under the Acts, but also cases 
bearing, however remotely, on the construction of any of their sec- 
tions are noticed ; the object and effect of the different provisions are 
carefully explained ; cross-references to other portions of the Act are 
given ; and, in fact, we may say that everything is done to facilitate. 
the work of the practitioner. For instance, under section 20 of the 
Act of 1882, the note first explains the operation of the statutory con- 
veyance ; then proceeds to discuss in detail the provisions of the sub- 
sections ; subsequently referring to the question of liability for succes- 
sion duty on a sale by a tenant for life, which, as our readers are 
aware, has now been definitely settled by the admission of the Inland 
Revenue Department in consequence of a controversy in these columns. 
Next, the questions of the ability of a tenant in tail to convey under 
the Act without an enrolled deed, and of a married woman to convey 
under the Act without acknowledgment, are taken up, and are suc- 
ceeded by a discussion of the covenants for title to be given by the 
tenant for life. And, last of all, references are given to the sections 
of the Act bearing upon matters incidental to the conveyance by the 
tenant for life. This note is an example of the thorough and ex- 
haustive manner in which the Act of 1882 is treated by the author. 
We need hardly say that such a book will be found of the greatest 
value to the practitioner. The provisions of the Act of 1890 are care- 
fully discussed, either in notes under the different sections or under 
the Act of 1882; under section 7 of the Act of 1890, however, it 
would have been useful to refer to Davies v. Davies (36 W. R. 399, 38 
Ch. D. 499), on the words “ the demise be not made without impeach- 
ment of waste” in the Settled Estates Act, 1877. It is cited at p. 51 
under section 6 of the Act of 1882, but its bearing on section 7 of the 
Act of 1890 seems to have escaped notice. There is a good index, and 
in the table of cases references are given to all the reports. 
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LL.B., B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Szconp Eprtion. Two Vols. 

William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 
' The fact that this work has reached a second edition so early shews 
that it met a want. In noticing the first edition, while doing full 
justice to the author’s clearness of style and expression, we were con- 
strained to comment on the inaccuracies we found in the work, but 
we remarked that the book, with careful revision, might be made into 
one of much value. We are glad to observe in the present edition the 
marks of careful revisiun, not only on.the points we mentioned, but 
on other matters which we observed but did not think it necessary to 
enumerate. It is a comprehensive outline of existing English law, 
contained in marvellously small compass, well arranged, and so con- 
trived, by the insertion of illustrative cases and extracts, as to be in- 
teresting, instead of repulsive, to the student. On some subjects a 
list of leading recent cases is added, the effect of them being shortly 
stated. The account of the Settled Land Acts, at pp. 145—156, may 
be commended as a very good piece of exposition. The index has 
been improved, and a word must be said as to the attractive type and 
convenient size of the volumes. All we would suggest in the way of 
improvement in this respect would be rather wider margins for stu- 
dents’ notes. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


‘ Reports of State Trials.. New Serics. Volume 3, 1831 to 1840. 
Published under the Direction of the State Trials Committee. 
Edited by Jonn Macponett, M.A., a Master of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


The Law relating to the Sale of Goods and Commertial Agency. 
Second Edition. By Roserr CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


Prichard and Symonds in Especial Relation to Mental Science, with 
Chapters on Moral Insanity. By D. Hack Tuxs, M.D., LL.D. 
J. & A. Churchill. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 


COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I shall be glad if you can inform me whether the description 
in jurats as simply ‘“‘a commissioner for oaths’ is sufficient for one 
whose appointment was prior to the Oaths Act of 1889. I believe 
many of those previously appointed now use the shorter description. 

T. W. Siru. 

St. Helen’s-chambers, 34, Bishopsgate-street Within, 

. London, E.C. 


{Our correspondent will find a controversy on the subject at pp. 
180, 194, 210, 226, and 249 of Vol. 34. Section 13 of the Commis- 
sioners for Oaths Act, 1889, provides that ‘‘a commissioner authorized 
before the commencement of this Act to administer oaths in the 
Supreme Court shall be deemed to be a commissioner for oaths within 
the meaning of this Act’; and in the correspondence referred to Mr. 
Stringer expressed an opinion that, in consequence of this provision, 
the description mentioned in our correspondent’s letter was not only 
sufficient, but the proper one. We have not been able as yet to 
ascertain whether there is any further authority on the subject, but 
hope to be able to do so.—Eb. 8S. J.] 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 

. THE BANKRUPICY ACT, 1883. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Barou Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, by virtue of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and all other 
powers enabling me in that behalf, do hereby, until further order, 
— the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams to be the judge 
of Her Majesty’s High Court of Justice, by whom, or under whose 
direction, pursuant tothe 94th section of the said Act, all the 
matters in that section mentioned shall be ordinarily transacted and 


— of. Hatspvry, C., 
‘The 23rd day of July, 1891. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Lone Vacation, 1891. 
Notice. 

During the vacation until further notice :—All applications which 
may require to be immediately or promptly heard are to be made to 
— who for the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

ir. Justice Collins, one of the Vacation Judges, will, until further 
notice, sit in Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Court I., Royal Courts 





of Justice, at 11 a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing on 
Wednesday, 19th of August, for the purpose of hearing such applica- 
tions of the above nature as, according to the practice in the Chancery 
Division, are usually heard in court. 

No case will be placed in the judge’s paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires 
to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the 
reasons, is left with the papers. 

The necessary papers relating to every application made to the 
Vacation Judges (see notice below as to judges’ papers), are to be 
left with the cause clerk in attendance, Chanvery Registrars’ Cham- 
bers (Room 136), Royal Courts of Justice, before one o’clock on the 
Monday previous to the day on which the application is intended to be 
made. When the cause clerk is not in attendance they may be left 
at Room 136, under cover, addressed to him, and marked outside 
‘*Chancery Vacation Papers,” or they may be sent by post, but in 
either case so as to be received by the time aforesaid. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel is to be sent to 
the judge by post or rail, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute on 
a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may 
consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently 
stamped, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :— 
‘*Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Kekewich will be open on Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday in every week, from 10 to 2 
o’clock. Mr. Justice Collins will, until further notice, hear urgent 
summonses which may be adjourned to him (Room 648), in the Royal 
Courts of Justice, Carey-street entrance, on Friday, August 14, at 
10.30 a.m., and subsequently on Wednesday in every week, at 10 a.m., 
commencing the 19th of August. A further time will b2 appointed, 
for any cases that cannot then be conveniently disposed of. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation 
Judge in the Chancery Division can be obtained on application at the 
Chancery Registrats’ Chambers, Room 136. 


JUDGES’ PAPERS. 


The following papers for the Vacation Judge, are required to be 
left with the cause clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Room 136, on or before the Monday previous to the day 
on which the application to the judge is intended to be made :— 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave 
granted by the judge. 

2.—Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any) 
and any other documents shewing the nature of the application. 

3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 

4.—Office copy affidavits in support 
affidavits in answer. 

N.B.—-Solicitors are requested when the application has been dis- 
posed of to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court for the return 
of their papers. 


with exhibits, and also the 


Notice To Sonicrrors, 
(Chancery Registrars’ Office.) 


The Chancery Registrars’ Office will be open daily. On Tuesday, 
the 18th August, and on the same day in every succeeding week 
during the vacation, the registrar in attendance will see solicitors 
requiring alterations necessary in orders to be acted on by the Pay- 
master; but the order, and any necessary papers, and a notification 
of the amendment as required by the 27th of the Supreme Court 
Funds Rules, 1886, ought to be left at his seat not later than twelve 
o’clock on the previous day. 

Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 

July 29, 1891. 





The Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Bill was read a third time and 
passed on the 24th ult. 


An extraordinary scene (says the St. James’s Gazette) took place in the 
corridor of the Law Courts on the 25th ult., after the decision in the case 
of The Queen v. Rourke. Mrs. Thompson, having been forcibly removed 
from the court, sat down upon one of the stone benches crying hysteri- 
cally and shrieking for her children. ‘‘ There is no justice for a poor 
woman in this world,” she cried. The ushers and attendants could not 
persuade her to leave the building, althovgh they assured her that her 
children had gone away. While she was in this state, a well-known law 
reporter, whom she had noticed in court during the hearing of the case, 
happened to pass along the corridor. Rushing from her seat, she bran- 
dished her umbrella in his face, and vehemently charged him with not 
having fairly reported her case. Mrs. Thompson ultimately left the 
building, declaring her intention of coming to see the judges on Monday. 




















| 





Aug. 1, 1891. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Vol. 35.) . 66 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


THARSIS SULPHUR AND COPPER CO. 1. MOREL BROTHERS & CO. and 
RICHARDS & CO.—No. 1, 23rd July. 


Srip—CuartEr-PARTY—TERMINATION OF VoYAGE—SHIP TO DISCHARGE AT A 
Bertu tn A Dock ‘as orpERED’’—Tiwe FRoM wHich DEeMvURRAGE 
RUNS. 

Ap from the judgment of Charles, J., in favour of the plaintiffs. 
The defendants Richards & Co. contracted with the plaintiffs for the 
conveyance and delivery of such quantities of copper ore, not exceeding 
50,000 tons perannum, as the plaintiffs might require to import from Huelva, 
in Spain, to the Mersey, from the Ist of January, 1888, to the 31st of 
December, 1890. The contract provided, by. clause 3d, that the steamers 
when loaded with the ore should ‘‘ therewith proceed to the Mersey (or so 
near thereunto as they may safely get) and deliver the same at any safe 
berth as ordered on arrival in the dock at Garston ’’ ; and, by clause 4, that 
‘three working days, after being in turn, shall be allowed the charterers 
for loading any quantity up to 1,200 tons, and four days if the quantity 
exceeds 1,200 and up to 1,700 tons; and to be discharged when berthed 
with all despatch as customary at the port of discharge with steamers 
carrying similar cargoes.’’ Any days beyond the lay days were to be paid 
for at eightpence per register ton per day. Four steamers provided by 
the defendants Richards & Co. were loaded with copper under the con- 
tract and arrived in the Garston Dock, and were kept waiting for some 
days, as all the berths were full. The customary mode of discharge in the 
Garston Dock was by means of cranes on to the quay. The plaintiffs 
having brought an action to recover damages for non-delivery of certain 
copper (the defendants Morel Brothers & Co. being the owners of the 
ships), the defendants Richards & Co. counter-claimed for detention of 
the ships in the Garston Dock, contending that the obligation to discharge 
commenced when the ships arrived in the dock. The plaintiffs contended 
that the obligation to discharge did not commence until the ships were 
berthed. Charles, J., having given judgment for the plaintiffs on the 
claim and counter-claim, the defendants Richards & Co. appealed. The 
only question argued upon the appeal was whether the defendants were 
entitled to succeed on the counter-claim. 

Tue Cover dismissed the appeal. Lord Esnen, M.R., said that the ob- 
ject of a charter-party was to fix the manner and time of loading the 
cargo, the length and course of the voyage, and the manner and time of 
discharging the cargo. One of the objects was to fix the time when the 
carrying voyage was to begin and end. In the present case the court had 
to see when the carrying voyage ended, because the obligations of the 
charterers to take delivery would only commence when the carrying 
voyage was ended. The value of the case of Nelson v. Dahi (28 Wi R. 
57, 12 Ch. D. 568, 29 W. R. 543, 6 App. Cas. 38), was that it stated 
a great number of well-known modes of describing the commencement 
and termination of the carrying voyage, and shewed how they ought 
to be construed. It shewed how to construe charter-parties which pro- 
vided that the voyage was to end at a particular port, or at a particular 
river, or in a particular dock. It did not, however, deal with the case of 
a voyage ending in a particular dock with an option to the charterers to 
name a berth for unloading. In the present case the ship was to go to the 
Garstcn Dock in the Mersey and deliver the cargo at any safe berth as 
ordered. That meant as ordered by the charterers. If the berths in 
Garston Dock were numbered, and the charter-party provided that the 
ship was to go to No. 1 berth to discharge, then Nelson v. Dahl shewed that 
the carrying voyage would not be at an end until the ship was at No. 1 
berth. The present case was really equivalent to that. In his opinion the 
option to the charterers to name the berth gase them the right to fix the 
i where the carrying voyage wasto end. Tapscott v. Balfour (21 W. R. 
45, L. R. 8 C, P. 46) dealt with a charter-party which provided that 
delivery was to be at a dock to be named by the charterer, and it decided 
that it gave the charterer the right to fix where the carrying voyage was 
to end, and when he exercised that power it was the same as if that place 
were named in the charter-party. In the present case the charterers had 
the right to name the berth in the dock, and when the ship arrived at that 
berth the carrying voyage came to an end, and the obligation to unload 
commenced. Murphy v. Coffin (32 W. R. 616, 12 Q. B. D. 87), which 
followed Tapscott v. Balfour, was rightly decided, but he (the Master of the 
Rolls) could not agree with The Carisbrook (15 P. D. 98). As to Davies v. 
MeVeagh (28 W.R. 143, 4 Ex. D. 265), the true explanation of that case 
was, as pointed out in Nelson v. Dahil, that the description of the dock at 
Liverpool as the Wellington Dock High Level was the same as the 
Wellington Dock. The appeal must, therefore, be dismissed. Bowen, 
L.J., concurred. The confusion arose from an incorrect view of the 
decision in Davies v. McVeagh. That decision could not be understood 
until one saw what construction the court placed upon the bargain 
between the parties. The bargain was that the ship should be loaded in 
the Wellington Dock High Level. When the judgments were carefully 
read, and the explanation given by the present Master of the Rolls in 
Nelson v. Dahi looked at, it was clear that the court came to the conclusion 
that the bargain to load in the Wellington Dock High Level meant to 
load in the Wellington Dock. That being so the decision was plain. 
Once ascertain that the real ‘erminus a quo mentioned was the Wellington 
Dock, then the lay days would run from the entry of the ship into that 
dock. The case could not be pressed to the extent of shewing that when 
a larger place and a smaller place within the larger place were named as 


was to end was to be named by the charterers, and when named it was to 
be read into the contract. Ky, L.J., concurred.—Counsex, Barnes, Q.C., 
and P. C. Morris ; Kennedy, Q.C., and Joseph Walton. Soxtcrrors, Wyine, 
Holme, § Wynne, for H. Forshaw Hawkins, Liverpool ; Rowcliffes, Rawle, ¢ 
Co., for Hill, Dickinson, & Co., Liverpool. 


Re BATHE—-No. 2, 24th July. 


Lrunacy—Penpinc Petition—MepicaL EXAMINATION oF ALLEGED Lunatic 
—Jvrispicrion—Lvunacy Acr, 1890, ss. 92, 99 


In this case a question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court to order 
an alleged lunatic to submit to a medical examination at the instance of 
the petitioner. A petition in lunacy was mted by a husband 5 
his wife, from whom he was separated. petition was pendi fore 
a master in lunacy, and the wife hud been personally examined by him. 
When the petitioner’s case was nearly concluded he — to Lopes, L.J., 
for a compulsory order that the wife should submit to be examined by two 
medical men to be nominated by himself. Lopes, L.J., doubted whether he 
had jurisdiction tomake such an order, and he referred the matter to the 
court. 

Tue Court (Lixpiey, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) refused the —S. 
Linoiey, L.J., read the judgment of the court. After saying t! th 
was no precedent for such an order, he continued :—The commission tc 
the master is given in Elmer, p. 144. The old writ to the escheator is set 
forth in F. N. B. 233, and it gave him very extensive powers. His duty 
is to inquire into the state of mind of the alleged lunatic, and in order to 

rform the duty he has conferred upon him very extensive Enemy quite 
independently of the Lunacy Act, 1890 (sections 111, 112). e has er 
to summon witnesses (section 114, and Ex parte Lund, 6 Ves. 784, er, 
17 and 146), and to require the alleged lunatic to come before him, and to 
order persons in whose custody the alleged lunatic may be to produce him 
(Ex parte Southest, 2 Ves. sen. 405, Elmer, 146). The jury, if there is one, 
ought to see the alleged lunatic. In order to inconvenience him as little 
as possible sometimes one or two of the jury see him and report to the 
rest (Ex parte Smith, 1 Swanst. 7); but in strictness the supposed lunatic 
is entitled to the judgment of all the jurors. However, orders for the 
examination of the supposed lunatic by some only of the jury have been 
made, and Lord Eldon said this was not uncommon in bis time (1 Swanst. 
7; see also the cases collected in Shelford on Lunacy, 101). The inquisition 
states that the alleged lunatic has been personally examined by the master 
where there is no jury (Elmer, 148), though the form on p. 149,sapplic- 
able to a jury, does not say that the jury have personally examin " 
Whether a master can order an alleged lunatic to come before him and 
submit to be examived by medical men appointed by the master for the 
purpose is not so clear as might be desi But the Lord Chancellor or 
the Lords Justices can make such an order, as appears from the case of one 
Bagster, alias Newton, the order in which is given in Shelford, p. 656, 657, 
and also from Re (18 Ch. D. 26), where, however, the order was 
made before the inquisition was directed. See also yer Lord Tenterden 
in Anderson v. Burrows (4 C. & P. 214) as to the power of the Lord 
Chancellor to make such orders. Another order made by the Lord Chan- 
cellor for the production of the alleged lunatic for examination will be 
found in Mr. Shelford’s book (Re. Fletcher, p. 98, 99), but this was 
apparently made at the instance, or on behalf, of the alleged lunatic 
himself. Upon principle, however, | do not see how a power to make a 








similar order can be denied to a master by whom an inquiry has to be 
made, if he finds that he cannot complete his inquiry without such 
assistance. Section 92 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, appears to me to confer 
such a power by necessary implication where there is no jury. Where 
there is one I cannot myself doubt that the power exists independently of 
the statute. An examination in private could not, however, render a 
report by the examiners admissible in evidence against the alleged 
lunatic. The examiners would have to be sworn and examined in the 
usual way before their testimony could be used on the inquiry. One other 

int seems obscure, and that is whether a master can enforce orders made 
y him. Section 99 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, confers on him the powers 
of a judge of the High Court, if there is a jury, and this involves a power 
to commit for Gchaliente to an order, but in other cases it may be still 
necessary to follow the precedent in Re Holmes (Shelford, 661, and 99%), 
where the Lord Chancellor made an order to enforce a master’s summons. 
In the present case the court is not asked to come to the assistance of the 
master. It is not he, but the petitioner, who is the applicant, both in 
substance and in form. The master is in no difficulty, but the petitioner 
wishes to improve his case, and applies to this court to assist him in 
getting up bis evidence. This is what the court ought not todo. In 
Ex parte Lyttleton (6 Ves. 7) Lord Eldon refused to make an order for the 
examination of an alleged lunatic, the object of the applicant being to 
obtain evidence that he was incapable of exercising a power. That case 
shews that such orders will not be made simply on the ground that the 
applicant has an interest in the matter, and that the order would benefit 
him. Reliance was placed by counsel for the applicant on the case of 
Gilbert Scott, but there was no ition by or on behalf of the alleged 
lunatic in that case. In Re (18 Ch. D. 26) there was also no =. 
tion to the examination of the alleged lunatic by the petitioner’s ‘ical 
witnesses. The o ition was to their eeeing the alleged lunatic in the 
absence of her medical witnesses. Leave to see her alone was, however, 
granted. In Re Princess Bariatinski (1 Ph. 375) an order for an inquiry was 
made, with liberty for a half-brother of the alleged lunatic (and who 
opposed the order) to attend and have access to her, in company with a 
medical gentleman, to prepare for the investigation. This order, it is 
plain, was not made in opposition to the wishes of the alleged lunatic 
These are the nearest-cases which can find, but they do not go 








the pore of loading or discharging the carrying voyage began or ended at 
the larger place. In the present case the place where the carrying voyage 
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upon an alleged lunatic to submit to an examination ought not to be made 

t his will without great caution, nor without real necessity, and, 
Ww I do not doubt that such an order can be made by the master, and, 
if necessary by this court, no such order ought to be made by this court 
adversely to a person, pending an inquiry into his state of mind, unless 
the master or other person conducting the inquiry certifies to the court, or 
otherwise informs it, that its order is necessary to enable him to come to a 
decision upon the subject. This application must, therefore, be dismissed, 
with costs.—Counset, Hon. A. Lyttelton ; Costelloe and Colam. Soticrrors, 
Irvine § Co. ; Lickorish § Bellord. 


THE QUEEN v. THE REGISTRAR OF JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES; Ex 
parte JOHNSTON.—No. 2, 29th July. 


Company—ReEcistraTion—Comrany ‘‘ OTHERWISE DULY CONSTITUTED BY 
Law ’’—-CoMPANY FORMED FOR MERE PURPOSE OF ReEGISTRATION—Com- 
Panties Act, 1862, ss. 4, 6, 180. 


This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court (Cave and 
Charles, JJ.) (ante, p. 561). On the 13th of March, 1891, C. E. Johnston 
and six other partners in a firm of W. H. Allen & Co. executed a deed 
which recited that the partners had sold the business to a company, incor- 
porated under the Companies Acts with the name of W. H. Allen & Co. 
(Limited), in consideration of 20,000 fully-paid shares in that company of 
£5 each, and that those shares were then the only assets of the partner- 
ship; that ‘‘the partners are desirous of defining the terms of their 
existing co-partnership, with the modifications hereinafter appearing, with 
a view to the registration of such co-partnership as an unlimited company 
under Part VII. of the Companies Act, 1862.”” The deed contained mutual 
covenants ‘‘ that the partners, and the several other persons (if any) who 
become members of the company hereby constituted, shall, whilst holding 
shares in the capital of such company, be and continue, until dissolved 
under the provisions in that behalf hereinafter contained, a company 
under the name hereinafter specified, and that such company shall be 
subject to the regulations following.’’ The following were among the 
regulations :—‘‘The name of the company is Johnston, Heathcote, 
Randall, Danby, Parr, Hill, & Jebb”’ (the names of the seven 
partners). ‘‘ Until after the registration of the company there shall 
not at any time be more than twenty members.”’ ‘‘ The objects for which 
the company is established are to continue and carry on the co-partner- 
ship hitherto existing between the partners, and to realize and get in the 
assets of the co-partnership, and to satisfy its liabilities, and to do all 
such other things as are incidental or conducive to the attainment of the 
above objects.”” On March 24, 1891, the directors passed a resolution 
‘*that the company be registered as an unlimited company pursuant to 
the provisions of Part VII. of the Companies Act, 1862.”’ An application 
for registration was made to the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies by 
Johnston, on behalf of the company. The registrar refused to register 
the company, on the ground that the company was not one to which 
Part VII. of the Act applied. Johnston applied to the Divisional Court 
for a mandamus to compel the registrar to make the registration, and 
this —— was granted. The registrar appealed. By section 
4 of the Companies Act, 1862 :—‘‘ No company, association, or partner- 
ship consisting of more than ten persons shall be formed, after the 
commencement of this Act, for the purpoze of carrying on the business of 
banking, unless it is registered as a company under this Act, or is formed 
in pursuance of some other Act of Parliament, or of letters patent ; and no 
company, association, or partnership consisting of more than twenty 
persons shall be formed, after the commencement of this Act, for the 
purpose of carrying on any other business that has for its object the 
me conn of gain by the company, association, or partnership, or by the 
individual members thereof, unless it is registered as a company under 
this Act, or is formed in pursuance of some other Act of Parliament, or of 
letters patent, or is a company engaged in working mines within and 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Stannaries.’’ By section 6 :—‘‘ Any 
seven or more persons associated for any lawful purpose may, by 
subscribing their names to 2 memorandum of association, and other- 
wise complying with the requisitions of this Act in respect of regis- 
tration, form an incorporated company with or without limited lia- 
bility.’’ By section 180 (Part VII.) :—‘‘ With the above exceptions 
and subject to the foregoing regulations, every company existing at 
the time of the commencement of this Act, including any company 
registered under the said Joint-Stock Companies Acts, consisting of seven 
or more members, and any company hereafter formed, in pursuance of 
any Act of Parliament other than this Act, or of letters patent, or being a 
company engaged in working mines within and subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Stannaries, or being otherwise duly constituted by law, and con- 
sisting of seven or more members, may at any time hereafter register 
itself under this Act as an unlimited company, or a company limited by 
shares, or a company limited by guarantee; and no registration shall be 
invalid by reason that it has taken place with a view to the company 
being wound up.” 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision 
and discharged the rule for a mandamus, with costs in both couris. 
Lryptzy, L.J., said that the facts were simple enough. The seven 
partners had sold the whole of their business to a limited company, 
and they were partners only in this sense, that they had not formally 
dissolved partnership, and had not discharged their liabilities. But 
they were not carrying on any business, and did not profess to 
do so. They desired to avail themselves of Part VII. of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, and in some way to get registered under it, for the 

of winding up their affairs; and with this view they executed 
Be leauitees document of the 13th of March. The whole object of the 
deed, as appeared on the face of it, was to obtain registration under the 





Act. The deed contained a statement that one of the objects for which 
the company was established was ‘‘ to continue and carry on the copart- 
nership hitherto existing between the partners.’’ This was deliberately 
untrue. ‘The registrar declined to register the company under Part VII., 
and the Divisional Court granted a mandamus to compel him to register, on 
the ground that the company was within section 180 of the Act. It was 
necessary to look at the general object of the Act and its structure. It 
appeared to his lordship that it would be ee contrary to the whole 
scheme of the Act that a meer, should be formed for the sole purpose 
of registration under Part VII. The Act was framed on the theory that 
companies which were to be formed by registration under it were to be 
registered under Part I., and section 6 appeared to him to involve this 
negative, that a company was not to be formed and regisiered under 
the Act except under section 6, and he thought it was impossible to carry 
out the provisions of the Act otherwise. That was not the object of the 
applicants in the present case. They applied for registration under sec- 
tion 180, and they said that they came within the words, ‘‘ any company 
hereafter formed ‘ being otherwise duly constituted by law.’’ 
In order to bring the case within section 180 it rust be shewn that there 
was both a company (whatever that might be) and a company “ duly 
constituted by law.’’ To what extent and in what sense was this 
‘‘a company,” and ‘‘duly constituted by law’’? At first his lordship 
did not see how this could be a company at all, because he understood 
a company to be an association of persons, the shares of each member of 
which were transferable without the consent of the others, and he could 
not discover any provision to that effect in the deed. But he would 
assume that Mr. Buckley was right in saying that the reference to the 
provisions of Table A would make the shares transferable. Then the 
argument was, that this, being a company, was within section 180 ‘‘ duly 
constituted by law’’ because there was no law against it. His lordship 
would not say that there could not be a company of less than twenty 
members, formed since the Act of 1862, capable of being registered under 
Part VII. of that Act. But, assuming that such a company formed to 
carry on business could be registered under Part VII.. that would not 
carry the present case. He could find nothing in Part VII. to warrant 
the notion that a company formed for no other purpose than that of regis- 
tration under Part VIJ., and thus evading the whole of the provisions of 
Part I., could be thus registered. Section 180 pointed to a company 
formed for the purpose of carrying on business. It would be an entire 
misconstruction of the Act to suppose that a company formed for the 
mere purpose of registration could be registered under Part VII. 
Fry, L.J., concurred, and said that the inclination of his opinion 
was that the words of section 180, ‘“‘any company . . being 
otherwise duly constituted by law,’’ did not include a private part- 
nership the shares in which were not transferable without the con- 
sent of all the members. He was inclined to think that those words 
referred to companies e¢jusdem generis with those previously men- 
tioned, companies the constitution of which did not arise from the 
mere consensus of parties, but from something which the law imposed 
beyond their consent—something like letters patent or an Act of Parlia- 
ment. The Legislature was contemplating that some new mode of con- 
stituting a company might come into existence. And there was an 
actual instance of this in an Act passed in 1864, which provided for the 
constitution of a company by means of a certificate of the Board of Trade. 
But, even if the words of section 180 would bear a much larger meaning, 
they were subject to one exception, viz., that when a company was con- 
stituted merely for the purpose of obtaining incorporation under the Act 
of 1862, it was not a company ‘‘ duly constituted | by law’’ within the 


meaning of section 180. In his lordship’s opinion Part I. of the Act 


implied the negative, that those who desired to form a company under the 
Act must do it in the mode prescribed by Part {., and in no other. A 
company formed for the mere purpose of obtaining registration under 
the Act could not be formed under Part VII. This was the sole object 
in the present case, and it was plainly not within section 180. Lopzs, L.J., 
concurred, adding that, if it were necessary to define the true meaning 
of the words of section 180, he should entirely agree with the view 
expressed by Fry, L.J., that the words did not apply to companies consti- 
tuted only by consensual contract.—CounsgL, Sir R. FE. Webster, A.G., 
Ingle Joyce, and H. Sutton; Finlay, Q.C., Buckley, Q.C., and Theobald. 
Souicrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Linklater § Co. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re POOR LANDS CHARITY, BETHNAL GREEN—Chitty, J., 
23rd July. 
CHARITY— WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION FOR SCHEME—CHARITABLE TRUSTS 
Act, 1860, ss. 2, 4, 6. 


This was a petition by the majority of the trustees of a charity praying 
that a scheme which had been sealed by the Charity Commissioners 
might be discharged as made without jurisdiction, on the ground that the 
petitioners who had originally applied to the commissioners for a scheme 
had withdrawn their application previously to the sealing of the scheme. 
The petitioners also asked that the scheme might be varied ot remitted to 
the commissioners. 

Curry, J., said he was satisfied that the application was uncondi- 
tional. The question was whether, such an application having been once 
made pursuant to section 10 of the Act of 1860, it was competent to the 
persons who made it, or for a differently composed majority of the 
trustees, or for the whole of the trustees, to withdraw the application. The 
question we ge upon the intention that the Legislature had shewn in 
the Acts of Parliament constituting the Charity Commissioners, and 
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particularly section 2 and section 4 of the Act of 1860. Under section 2 
the commissioners had the power of establishing a scheme, and the juris- 
diction came into operation upon the application of any person who, 
under section 43 of the Act of 1853, might be authorized to apply to a 
judge for like p ses. The commissioners, under section 4, were not to 
make an order under the jurisdiction vested in them by the Act ‘‘ except 
upon the application of the trustees or persons acting in the administra- 
tion of the charity, ora majority of them.”” The Act made no provision for 
the withdrawal of the application. The right reading of section 4 was that 
when the condition, which was a condition precedent, was once performed, 
and a proper application had been made according to the section, the 
jurisdiction of the commissioners attached absolutely. That, he thought, 
was clear from the section itself. If any additional reasons were required, 
reference might be made to section 6, which shewed that when the juris- 
diction otice attached other persons became interested in the applica- 
tion. It would be an extraordinary thing if, when the jurisdiction was 
once set in motion, it could be stopped by some only of the persons who 
had an interest in the matter. If he acceded to the petitioners’ conten- 
tion the result would be strange, because trustees who in the course of 
the proceedings would become aware of the nature of the scheme the 
commissioners intended to make, could at any time, if they disliked some 
of its provisions, practically veto the exercise of the jurisdiction of the 
commissioners by withdrawing their application. Moreover, under the 
Act the jurisdiction of the commissioners with respect to a scheme was 
not final, but there was an appeal to the court. For these reasons he 
thought that it was not competent for a subsequent majority (that was what 
it came to) of the trustees to withdraw the application. ‘The petitioners’ 
argument was founded on the fallacy that the application was a continu- 
ing application, whereas all that the Act required was that a single appli- 
cation should be made. If a continuing application were required then it 
would be revoked by the death of one of the applicants, or the majority 
might exist at one time but not at another. He held that the withdrawal 
of the application had no operation, and his reason was that under section 
4, the condition having once been performed, the jurisdiction became 
absolute. His lordship subsequently heard the petitioners’ objections to 
the scheme, and dismissed their petition.—Counset, Byrne, Q.C., and 
Prior ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Vaughan Hawkins. Sowtcrrors, R. 
Voss ; Clabon. 


LOWTHER v. CALEDONIAN RAILWAY CO.—Stirling, J., 22nd July. 


CopyHotps—Lanps Ciausges Consotipation Act, 1845—ENFrRaANCHISEMENT 
—Improvep Vatur—Compensation To Lorp or MaNnor—Basis or ASSESS- 
MENT. 

The plaintiff, who is lord of the manors of West Linton and Stainton, 
both in the county of Cumberland, brought this action to recover from the 
defendant company a sum of £980 as compensation payable to the 
— by the award of an arbitrator, under section 96 of [the Lands 

uses Consolidation Act, 1845, in respect of the enfranchisement of 
certain copyhold lands taken by the company for the purposes of their 
undertaking for the loss of the fines and services occasioned by such 
enfranchisement. The defence set up by the company was that the 
arbitrator had assessed the compensation on a wrong basis. In 1873 the 
company, in exercise of powers conferred on them by an Act of Parliament 
which incorporated the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts, took possession 

of the copyhold lands, and erected thereon cottages, and constructed a 

reservoir and other works for the purposes of their undertaking. Convey- 

ances of the land to the company were executed in 1875, and were enrolled 
on the court rolls of the manor. No steps were taken by the company to 
enfranchise the land under section 96 of the Consolidation Act, 1845, so 
the plaintiff in January, 1887, delivered a notice to the company 
in which he required them to enfranchise the said lands and 
to pay him compensation in respect of the same and of the 
rents and services due for the same, and claimed £1,500 as such 
compensation, and stated his desire that if such sum was not paid the 
amount to be paid should be determined by arbitration. In September, 

1887, it was agreed between the plaintiff and the company that Mr. Saul 

should, as single arbitrator, determine the amount of compensation to be 

= by the company to the plaintiff under the Acts. Mr. Saul in 

ecember, 1888, made his award, and determined that the compensation 
to be paid by the company to the plaintiff in respect of the enfranchise- 
ment of the lands and loss of fines and services should be the sum of 
£980. Inthe manor of West Linton an arbitrary fine of two years’ 

improved value is payable on the death either of lord and tenant, and a 

fine of three years’ improved value on alienation, while in the manor of 

Stainton the fines are fixed. One lord of the manor died in 1876, and 

another in 1882, and the fines which on their deaths became payable were 

by agreement between the parties determined by Mr. Saul, and were 
included in his award. No objection was raised by the company to the 
sums allowed in respect of these fines, but it was contended on their 
behalf that the compensation ought to be assessed on the basis of the un- 
improved value of the lands at the time when the company first took 
possession. For the plaintiff it was contended that in awarding com- 
pensation regard was to be had to the improved value of the land 
occasioned by the works executed thereon by the company since they took 
= The greater part of these works had been executed before 

ovember, 1875, when the conveyances to the company had been enrolled. 

The arbitrator adopted the plaintiffs contention. 

Srratine, J., having considered hiv decision, said:—The question turns 
on sections 95, 96, and 97 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. 
By section 95 a conveyance of copyhold lands to the promoters of the 
undertaking has, when enrolled, the like effect as if these lands had been 


the 
Canal Co., 3H. Li. Cas. 794). ed, ho : 
chisement under the Act the lands should continue subject to the same 
fines and services as were theretofore payable. Then section 96 
that the promoters of the undertaking are, within the times therein men- 
tioned, to procure the lands to be enfranchised, and for that purpose to 
apply to the lord of the manor to enfranchise the same, and are to pay 
him compensation to be determined as therein provided; and that in 
estimating such compensation the loss in —— of all fines and services 
occasioned by the enfranchisement is to be allowed for. By section 97 the 
lord is to enfranchise the lands upon payment or tender of the compensa- 
tion. Regard being had to sections 96 and 97, I read the provision in 
section 95 that until enfranchisement the yhold lands are to continue 
‘subject to the same fines, rents, heriots, and services as were theretofore 
due and of right accustomed ’’ in their literal sense—that is to say, the 
land is to be held subject to the payment of the fines, &c., and not merely 
to the payment of compensation for them. This is in accordance both 
with what was laid down in Eeclesiastical Commissioners v. London and 
South-Western Railway Co. (14 C. B. 743) and with the interpretation 
placed on sections 99—107 in Stoneham v. London, Brighton, and South 
Coast Railway Co. (L. R. 7Q. B. 1). It is, however, obvious that in many 
cases, perhaps in most, the lord would, notwithstanding this provision, 
lose a Tees portion of the fruits of the tenure, such as usually pay- 
able on death or alienation, which would cease upon the land becoming 
vested in the railway company. Section 96 accordingly provides that 
such loss shall be allowed for in estimating the compensation, and im- 
poses on the promoters the duty of procuring the enfranchisement of the 
lands, but if they neglect to orm this duty no obligation to enforce 
it is imposed on the lord. He may take one of two courses. First, he 
may stand by and recover such fines, &c., as become payable under eection 
96, or, secondly, he may have the compensation assessed under section 98. 
In the present case the lords of the manor for a considerable time adopted 
the first course, but more recently the preseht lord of the manor has re- 
quired the compensation for enfranchisement to be determined. Now, by 
the enfranchisement, there will be lost to the future lords fines such as 
are admitted to have become payable since the company took possession. 
These would, according to the custom, be assessed on the improved value 
of the land. It seems to me, therefore, that in determining the compen- 
sation the arbitrator was bound to take into consideration, as he has done, 
the improved value arising from the works executed by the verge | In 
my opinion the arbitrator has not p on a wrong basis, and the 
plaintiff is entitled to judgment.—CounseL, Hastings, Q.C., and Chadwyck 
Healey, Q.C.; Beale, Q.C., and C. Walker. Soxscrrons, Ellis ¢ Ellis ; Gray, 
Mounsey, § Fuller, for Mounsey § Co., Carlisle. 


Re LA COMPAGNIE GENERALE D’EAUX MINERALES ET DE BAIN 
DE MER-—Stirling, J., 24th July. s 
Practice—Trapve-Marks Act, 1883, s. 90—Jupicatvre Acrs, 1873-5— 
R. 8S. C. V.,9; XI.; LXVIL, 5—Orrermat Notice or Motion— 
Foreign CompANY—SERVICE OUT OF JURISDICTION. 


This was a motion by the above-named company to set aside an origi- 
nating notice of motion, with costs, on the ground that the company had 
no place of business in the United Kingdom, and that no leave had been 
asked or obtained, or, if asked, could have been obtained under the Judica- 
ture Acts, 1873-5, or the orders or rules of court thereunder, for the servive 
of the said notice of motion upon the company out of the jurisdiction. The 
company was a société anonyme duly established according to French law, 
and carrying on business in Paris, but having no place of business in this 
country. They were owners of mineral water springs in Hungary and 
elsewhere, and had registered certain trade-marks here in respect of 
mineral waters and other preparations. The original notice of motion, 
the service of which was now sought to be set aside, was assigned to this 
branch of the court by certificate, and was a notice of motion under the 
Trade-Marks Acts to expunge these trade-marks from the register, and 
— to be served on behalf of Emily Saxlehner, of Budapest, 

ungary, widow, and administratrix of Andreas Saxlehner, who was the 
owner of the Hunyadi Janos Spring in Hungary, and carried on a 
large business during his life in the sale of these waters. For the company 
it was contended that the service of the notice, which was effected by 
leaving it with the secretary at the office in Paris, was irregular, and an 
abuse of the process of the court, and ought to be set aside. But for the 
respondent to this application it was contended that the service of the 
notice upon the company was merely to inform them of the p ings, 
and not to compel them to appear, and that it was not intended to found 
any further p i upon such notice. 

Srrrwine, J., said that, if the original notice of motion had been served 
upon someone within the jurisdiction, it would in effect have been a 
notice that the court was going to be called upon to exercise its jurisdic- 
tion under the Trade-Marks Acts. By section 90 of the Act of 1883 the 
court was empowered to make such orders as it should think fit in refer- 
ence to the entries on the register or their omission from it, and also in 
respect to the costs of the . This service upon a person within 
the jurisdiction, if properly effected, could, by ord. 67, r. 5, be made the 
basis of all subsequent proceedings in reference to the matters in question, 
and therefore the court would have full jurisdiction at the hearing of the 
motion to order, if it ae that justice required it, that the costs, not 
only of the applicant, but of the com he being a necessary 
party—should be borne by the respondent. In this case, however, the 
notice had been served in Paris, out of the jurisdiction and without any 





freeholds. Such a conveyance consequently vests the lands in the pro- 


leave having been obtained. His lordship then read what was said by 





) 





"866 | THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





* 


Avg. 1, 189. 











Cotton, L.J., in the case of Re Busfield (32 Ch. D. 131), which was to the 
effect that the court has no power apart from statute to exercise jurisdic- 
tion over anyone beyond its limits. If, then, this was service of a notice 
that the court was about to exercise its jurisdiction, it was wrong, and an 
abuse of the process of the court unless it was authorized by statute. This 
service could be made the foundation of proceedings against persons within 
the jurisdiction, and why could it not if served upon persons out of the 
sa noir The document was a formal one, and was properly marked 

y the officers of the court under ord. 5, r. 9. If this notice is required to 
be served, such service must, according to ord. 67, r. 5, be effected as 
nearly as might be in the manner prescribed for the service of a writ of 
summons. is lordship said that here there was an indorsement of service 
upon the document itself, as in the case of a writ. It seemed to him that it 
was intended to be a notice that the powers of the court were to be invoked 
against the company, as if they had been within the jurisdiction. The 
applicant had no right to serve such notice without leave, and, moreover, 
could not have obtained such leave. The service was an abuse of the 
process of the court, and must be set aside, with costs.—Counsr1, Hastings, 
Q.C., and Sebastian ; Moulton, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods. Soicrrors, 
Michael Abrahams, Son, § Co. ; G. L. P. Eyre & Co. 

{His Loxpsutr subsequently, upon the ex parte application of Mr. 
Moulton in the same case, directed that the name of the company should 
be removed from the original notice of motion, and that such motion, as 
against the comptroller, should stand over until Friday, the 31st of July. 
In the meantime, a letter might be sent to the company, enclosing a copy 
of the notice of motion, and stating that an application would be made on 
that day affecting the company’s interests. ] 


Re THE INDIAN MECHANICAL GOLD EXTRACTING CO.—Romer, J. 
(for North, J.), 25th July. 


Company—ALTERATION OF Memoranpoum or AssocraTion—Sprctat Resoiv- 
TION—CONFIRMATION BY CovurT—ConpITION ImposEpD—CHANGE OF NAME 
or Company—Companies (Memoranpvm or Assoctatron) Act, 1890 (53 & 
54 Vicr. c. 62), s. 1. , 


This was a petition by a company, under the Companies (Memorandum 
of Association) Act, 1890, for the confirmation by the court of a special 
resolution for the alteration of the memorandum of association of the 
company. By the memorandum as it stood the local area of the company’s 
operations was limited to India. The special resolution altered the memo- 
randum so as to enable the company to carry on its operations in any part of 
the world. Section 1 of the Act enables a company registered under the 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886, by special resolution to alter the provisions 
of its memorandum of association with respect to the objects of the com- 
pany, ‘‘so far as may be required for any of the purposes hereinafter 
specified,’’ ‘‘but in no case shall any such alteration take effect until 
confirmed on petition by the court which has jurisdiction to make an 
order for winding up the company.”’ It is also provided that the order of 
coyfirmation ‘‘ may be made on such terms, and subject to such conditions, 
as to the court seems fit.’? One of the p ses specified in section 1 is 
**to enable the company to enlarge or change the local area of its 
operations.’’ 

Romer; J., adopting the view expressed by Stirling, J., in Re Foreign and 
Colonial Government Trust Co. (1891, 2 Ch. 395), held that, if the area of the 
company’s operations was extended beyond India, its name would be mis- 

, and he required, as a condition of the confirmation of the altera- 
tion, that the company’s name should be changed, either by omitting the 
word ‘‘ Indian,” or by inserting after the word ‘‘ Indian ’’ the words ‘‘ and 
general.’”’ The order would not go until this change of name had been 
made, and, after it had been made, the petition must be mentioned again 
to the court.—CounseL, G. J. Duncan. Suticrrors, Andrew, Wood, § Co. 


SCOTT vr. THE STREATHAM GENERAL ESTATES C0.—Romer, J. 
(for North, J.), 24th July. 


Pracrice—RepresEnTATIve or Estare or Deceasep Party ror Purposes 
or ActiON—MorTcaGeE—DEnenTuRE-HOLDER—R. 8S. C., XVI., 46. 


A question arose jn this case as to the appointment of a person to repre- 
sent, for the purposes of the action, the estate of a deceased party, who 
had made a will, but whose will had not yet been proved. The action was 
for foreclosure, the — being a mortgagee of the defendant company 
by deposit of title deeds. The company had issued a number of deben- 
tures, which created a charge on the mortgaged property, subject to the 
plaintiff’s mortgage. The holders of these debentures were made parties 


‘to the action. One of them died, having made a will by which he appointed 


his wife his executrix. She had not yet proved the will. She was already 
a to the action, as being in her own right a holder of some of the 
debentures. This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiff that the widow 

tt be appointed to represent, for the purposes of the action, the estate 
of deceased husband. Reference was made to Aylward v. Lewis (ante, 

. 296 ; 1891, 2 Ch. 81), in which North, J., refused to make an order for 

‘oreclosure absolute in the absence of a duly constituted personal represen- 
tative of the deceased mortgagor. It was urged that the present case was 
distinguishable, because here the plaintiff, not being a creditor of the de- 
ceased, could not himself obtain representation to him. Moreover, the 

was one of a class of defendants of whom the widow was one, 
and she was already a party to the action. The widow did not appear on 
the motion, though she had been served with notice of it. 

Romer, J., appointed the widow to represent her deceased husband for 
the purposes of the action, until some person (other than herself) should be 
duly appointed his legal personal representative. His lordship required 
that his order should be advertised once in the Times newspaper.—CovnszEL, 
Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Borthwick. Soxicrrors, Burgoynes, Milne, § Bur- 











LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annual Report. 


We continue from 631 our extracts from the report of the council : 

Solicitors’ Lien.—Solicitors acted for a lady, and in the course of business 
advanced her money to pay out executions. Ultimately the solicitors 
declined to advance any more money, and she then went to other solicitors, 
at whose request the first solicitors delivered a cash account, which 
included a bill of costs and the sums advanced to her from time to time. 
The lady’s solicitors then offered to pay the amount of the bill of costs, 
and asked for the delivery up of all papers. This was refused unless the 
whole amount was paid. A motion was made before Mr. Justice Stirling 
for an order for the delivery up of all papers on payment of the amount of 
costs, which was dismissed, the juége holding that the majority of the 
payments included in the cash account were made by the solicitors in their 
capacity as solicitors (see Re Galland, 31 Ch. D. page 296), and that 
the solicitors were justified in refusing to hand over the documents merely 
on payment of the costs. The matter was then brought before the Court 
of Appeal (39 W. R. 417), which reversed the decision of Mr. Justice 
Stirling, the court holding that a solicitor’s lien only extends to his taxed 
costs, charges, and expenses, but not to advances or loans; but that the 
taxable costs, charges, and expenses would include advances made for his 
client in the course of his. business, such as counsel’s fees and any other 
expenses which could be moderated on taxation. Another question raised 
in the case was whether a solicitor by taking security for his costs 
destroyed his lien, with reference to which the court held that the question 
depended upon the intention, expressed or to be inferred from the position 
of the parties, and all the circumstances of the case ; but that if a solicitor 
took his client’s security for costs, the primd facie inference was that he 
waived his lien. The council took the opinion of counsel as to whether 
an appeal to the House of Lords was likely to be successful on either or 
both of the points mentioned, and counsel were of opinion that the extent 
of a solicitor’s lien was correctly defined by the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal to be limited to such items as could be properly included in the 
bill of costs, as opposed to the cash advances, or, in other words, fo such 
items as the taxing master would have a right to tax in the sense of 
moderating, and nofurther. Counsel considered that the question whether 
a solicitor would by taking a security lose his lien was rightly, by the 
courts of appeal, held to depend upon all the circumstances of the case, 
and in their opinion an appeal to the House of Lords was not likely to be 
successful on either of the two points, aud the council did not therefore 
support an appeal. 

County Court Rules.—The council are still in communication with the 
Lord Chancellor and the secretary to the County Court Commission on 
this subject. In December last, representatives from the council had an 
interview (extending over two days) with two members of the Rule Com- 
mittee of County Court Judges and some of the registrars, for the purpose 
of ,discussing the points in the rules which the council consider require 
amendment, most of which points have already been published in previous 
reports. Suggestions for the amendment of the scale of county court costs 
were also at the same time discussed. The amendments proposed are 
understood to be now under the consideration of the Rule Committee of 
County Court Judges. The council desiré to record their acknowledg- 
ments to Mr. J. T. Woodhouse, of Hull, for valuable assistance rendered 
by him on this subject. The committee appointed last year to consider 
the suggestion as to a central issuing office and a central court for the 
trial of metropolitan remitted cases are collecting statistics, and do not 
propose to present their report until after the Long Vacation. 

Audience in County Courts.—Last year the attention of the council was 
drawn to the fact that notwithstanding section 72 of the County Court 
Act, which gives the right of audience ia county courts to solicitors’ clerks 
who are themselves duly qualified solicitors, some of the county court 
judges refused to hear them. The council expressed their willingness to 
defray the expense of obtaining a judicial decision upon the point, and 
took steps to have their views on the matter conveyed to the judges in 
question. Further complaints have this year been brought to the notice 
of the council, and communications have been made to the Lord Chan- 
cellor and to the Rule Committee of County Court Judges, urging that the 
section referred to should be carried into effect in its integrity, and that 
steps should be taken to secure uniformity of practice in the matter. The 
council have been informed that the matter is under consideration. 

Business in the Chancery Division.—At the special general meeting of the 
society, held on the 31st of January, 1890, a resolution was passed appoint- 
ing a committee, consisting of seven members of the council and ten 
members of the society, specially conversant with practice, to confer with 
the Bar Committee upon the best mode of facilitating the despatch of 
business in the Chancery Division. At the annual provincial meeting, 
held at Nottingham, in October last, the following resolution was passed : 
‘‘That this council be requested to consult with the Treasury, or other 
proper authority, with regard to proper provision being made for expedit- 
ing business, by providing an adequate staff of judges and.other officers 
of the court.’’ The committee have met several times, and after collecting 
information on various points, a representation was made to the Lord 
Chancellor, pressing upon him the urgent necessity of appointing an 
additional chancery judge. A deputation from the Bar Committee and the 
committee of the society subsequently waited upon his lordship for the 
same purpose, and the council hope their efforts in this direction will be 
attended with success. It was considered expedient to reserve the report 
on general points till the question of the additional judge should be dealt 
with by the Government, but the report is practically prepared. 
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Death Duties.—Messrs. Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co. drew the attention 
of the council to a correspondence which took place in March, 1891, 
between them and the Controller of the Legacy and Succession — 
ment, with regard to the fact that in recent years the Somerset House 
authorities have been unduly searching in their inquiries. They called the 
controller’s attention to a particular case in which, among several observa- 
tions from the Legacy and Succession Duty Office upon the affidavits and 
schedules for probate in the matter mentioned, they had been requested to 
submit for perusal at the office the marriage settlement of the deceased, 
and the settlements made on the marriages of each of his children. On 
inquiry as to the authority under which this requisition was made, they 
were informed that it is the 37th section of the Act 44 Vict. c. 12, the 
words of the section being as follows :—‘‘ It shall be lawful for the com- 
missioners to require the person acting in the administration of the estate 
and effects of any deceased person to furnish such explanations and to 
produce such documentary or other evidence respecting the contents of or 
particulars verified by the affidavit or inventory as the case may seem to 
require.’””’ The documents asked for, however, were not in avy way referred 
to in the affidavits or inventories submitted on the application for probate, 
and the controller was asked how they could be included under the term 
‘*documentary or other evidence respecting the contents of or particulars 
verified by the affidavits or inventory.’’ He was also asked to explain how 
inquiries such as those made in the case in question could be considered 
as falling within the wording of the section of the Act of Parliament 
referred to, and if there was any decided case upon which the authorities 
rely. The controller stated, in reply, that the new system is not intended 
to be inquisitorial in any offensive way, and that there was no diminution 
in the trust and reliance placed in the members of the profession to aid and 
protect the revenue in all proper ways, and he expressed himself as very 
sensible of the assistance rendered t- ‘he office by the profession, and that 
he was most anxious that the good relations hitherto existing should be 
preserved in the highest degree. He stated that it was not until the 
passing of the Succession Duty Act, 1853, that the office, except in isolated 
cases, needed the production of marriage settlements and other 
deeds, and at the commencement of the system then organized for 
the collection of the succession duty it was considered undesirable to 
make a direct request for a ‘‘ settlement’’ (using this as a general term 
to include all dispositions by deed) unless and until the account of the 
succession was submitted for examination and assessment in conformity 
with the provisions of section 45 of the Act. That plan was pursued for 
some time, until experience shewed that the cases were numerous in which 
claims for succession duty had been overlooked by the accountable parties, 
and by the solicitors advising them, acting perfectly bond fide, but without 
a sufficient appreciation of the technical meaning of the word ‘‘ pre- 
decessor ”’ used in section 2 of the Act. Thus, for example, it frequently 
happened (and cases of the kind are even now turning up) that where on 
the treaty for a marriage the parents of the intended husband and wife 
settled property, and either the husband or wife died, it was thought that 
there was no immediate tuxable succession, the wife or the husband, as 
the case might be, being regarded as the ‘‘ predecessor ”’ and the survivor 
of them as not liable to duty. - Then after a lapse of several years the sur- 
vivor of the wife and husband dies. Accounts are submitted, and it is 
found for the first time tbat the taxable succession arose at the first death 
—that a large sum for interest on duty is due, and that the parties and the 
solicitors concerned are very much embarrassed by the unexpected result, 
which would have been avoided if the ‘‘settlement’’ had been produced 
at the time of the first death, and the office was reflected on for not having 
required the settlement to be produced. Guided by the experience thus 
gained, the office made it a rule in all cases in which it had notice of a 
‘settlement ’’ to make request for its production, leaving it to the 
aecountable parties and their solicitors to take the whole responsibility of 
declining: to accede to the request. Thus matters stood until the Act of 
1881 (44 Vict. c. 12) was passed, when the Inland Revenue affidavit in its 
detailed form, shewing assets, debts, and funeral expenses, was first intro- 
duced, and a new tax, depending very often upon the determination of 
difficult questions of law—viz., the account stamp duty (section 38)—was 
imposed. From the passing of this Act the inquiries to enable the office 
to warn the accountable persons and their solicitors of possible claims for 
duty, as well as the inquiries directly connected with the examination of 
the items in the affidavit, necessarily became more searching, and further 
experience has abundantly shewn that nothing short of a general invitation 
to send up all ‘‘settlements’’ under which the deceased was interested 
was likely to effect the purpose in view—viz., on the part of the office to 
give notice as early as possible of all claims for duty, and to enable the 
solicitors to advise their clients as soon as possible of their liabilities, and 
to assist themselves and the office in so doing by supplying all the desired 
documents and information. He added that, more recently still, the Act 
of 1889 (52 Vict. c. 7) imposed another new death duty—the estate duty, 
and extended materially the operation of the account stamp duty. it 
gives also protection to purchasers and mortgagees under certain circum- 
stances which practically involve the production of ‘‘ settlements ” as part 
of the notice. He called attention to sections 11, 12, and 13 of the Act. 
That the office, taking into consideration the complicated system of death 
duties now in force, thought it only right to assist the profession and the 
accountable parties by undertaking, as far as possible, and as soon after 
the death of any d person as may be, to examine and record all 
documents supplied to it in answer to the general invitation now issued. 
The system was not adopted from any mistrust of anyone concerned, but 
to help everyone in discovering claims for duty which are frequently not 
apparent even to the most practised members of the profession. The 
controller thought from the readiness with which the requirements of the 
office are met in the great mass of cases, and the infrequency of com- 
plaints, that on the whole the present system works wel] and gives general 





satisfaction ; and he mentioned that whereas in former times only that 
part of a ‘‘ settlement ’’ was abstracted which gave rise to an immediate 
claim for duty, the whole settlement is now abstracted, and an official 
notice is attached that a second or subsequent transmission of the deed * 
need not as a rule be made. This saves some considerable trouble and 
expense to the public. The council, with the consent of the controller 
and Messrs. Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co., have thought it expedient to 
inform the members of the effect of this im: t correspondence. 

Directors’ Liability Act, 1890.—While Act was passing through 
Parliament last year it received attention from the council, rly 
with regard to protecting solicitors from the penalties im by the Act 
when acting on the instructions of those who employed them in their pro- 
fessional capacity only. The council endeavoured to obtain the insertion of 
words which woala clearly protect solicitors, but there was great diffi- 
culty in dealing with the matter, owing to the strong views on the subject 
of the promotion of companies entertained by many members of the 

ture. Eventually the following words were in section 2 
of clause 3, which defines promoters :—‘‘* Promoter’ shall not include 
. . . any person by reason of his acting in a professional capacity for 
persons engaged in procuring the formation of a company.’’ But as sec- 
tion 3, sub-section 1, includes, not only promoters of a company, but any 
other person who authorizes the issue of a prospectus, a doubt has arisen 
whether a solicitor acting in a professional capacity, in advising directors and 
promoters, and merely allowing his name to appear in the usual way on 
the prospectus as solicitor to the company, is or is not included in the 
words, ‘Every person who has authorized the issue of a prospectus 
or notice.” On a case being submitted to counsel, they advised 
that a person who throughout did nothing more than merely actin a 
professional capacity for persons en in procuring the formation of a 
company would not be held liable under the Act, upon the ground that 
he was a person, or one of the persons, a. the issue of the pro- 
spectus or notice. Counsel thought that the Act did not purport to im- 
pose any liability on a solicitor acting in a professional capacity for fh m2 
engaged in the formation of a company, and for a company, and age 4 
his name to ap’ in the prospectus in the ordinary way, unless suc 
solicitor did in fact authorize the issue of the prospectus or notice. 

Retainers of Counsel.—In their last annual report the council published 
certain rules as to the retainers of counsel, which had been prepared by 
them, and to which they had obtained the approval of the Attorney- 
General. Since then the Bar Committee have publi-hed certain resco 
upon those rules, with suggestions for their amendment, particularly 
rules 1 and 15, and representatives from the council have had an inter?iew 
with representatives from the Bar Committee, and the rules ‘as proposed 
to be altered by the Bar Committee are now under the consideration of 


the council. 
(To be continued.) 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Honovrs Examination. 
June, 1891. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
ep the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
jion :— 

First Cass. 
[In Order of Merit.] 

Herbert Stanley Sugden, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Curtis, of London. 

Arthur Edwin Clarke, who served his clerkship with Mr. John William 
Smith, of Andover; and Messrs. Garrard, James, & Wolfe, of London. 

Edward Aubrey White, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Brown White, of Warrington. 


Seconp Cass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Colvin Brandreth, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Edgar Frere, of London. 

Edward Frank Champion, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Smiles 
& Co., of London. 

Baruch Cohen, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. Frederick 
Arthur Foster, and Mr. Ernest Stratton Gerrish, of London. 

Harold Martin, M.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. W. A. Webb, 
of the firm of Messrs. T. & T. Martin & Hime, of Liverpool. 

Gerald Martineau, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Woolcombe, of the firm of Messrs. Walker Martineau & Co., of London. 

Arthur Musgrove, who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert Moser, of 
Kendal ; and Messrs. Slark & Metcalfe, of London. 

Edwyn Turner Roberts, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Helder & 
Roberts, of London. 

Artbur Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederic Johnson, of 
Faversham. 

Harry Glanville Southwell, who served his clerkship with Mr. T. C. 
Bourne, of the firm of Messrs. T. & R. Swan & Bourne, of Lincoln; and 
Mr. C. R. F. Haddelsey, of Caistor. 

Henry a Steele, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Allsopp 
and Mr. Robert Hugo Montagu Baker, of the firm of Messrs. Francis Baker 
& Watts, both of Newton Abbot; and Messrs. Church, Rendell, Tod, & 
Co., of London, 
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Harry Morgan Veitch, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Stone, 
, & Sons, of Tunbridge Wells; and Messrs. Collyer, Bristowe, 
- Russell, & Hill, of London. 

Stanley Baldwin Worth, who served his clerkship with Mr. Raphael 

Ambrose Biale, of London. 
Tutrp Cuass. 
[In ae Order. ] 

Edwin Hugh Falkwine Bradby, B.A., who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. Bircham & Co., of London. 

Ernest James Carlisle, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
= of Manchester; and Messrs. Johnson, Weatherall, & Stuart, of 
London. 

Arthur William Cuff, who served his clerkship with Mr. Wilfred Ivanhoe 
Thomas, of London. 

Norman Davidson, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Thomas 
Hamlin, of the firm of Messrs. Hamlin, Grammer, & Hamlin, of London. 

Jonah Davies, who served his clerkship with Mr. Wm. Morgan Griffiths, 
of Carmarth 


en. 
John Arthur Eddison, B.A., who served Lis clerkship with Mr. William 
Simpson Hannam, of the firm of Messrs. North & Son, of Leeds; and 
Messrs. Vincent & Vincent, of London. 

Theodore Fisher, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Simpson, of 
the firm of Messrs. Hayton & Simpson, of Cockermouth. 

Bernard Edward Halsey, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel 
Bircham, of London. 

William Nelson Harris, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Alfred Hallworth Crowthers, of London. 

Henry Egan Hill, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
— hh Prosser Hill, of the firm of Messrs. Williamson, Hill, & Co., of 

on. 

Edward Percival Whitley Hughes, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Richard Hughes Pritchard, of Bangor. 

Edward Boards Knight, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Benning Pritchard, of London. 

Alexandra John Wakeman Long, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Samuel Horace Candler, of the firm of Messrs. Kingsford, Dorman, & Co., 
of London. 

George Michael Magee, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Aloysius Maria Lightbound; and Mr. George Dickinson, of the firm of 
Messrs. Hill, Dickinson, & Co., of Liverpool. 

James Robinsun Meakin, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Wadsworth, of the firm of Messrs. Watson, Wadsworth, & Ward, of 
Nottingham; and Messrs. Warren, Gardiner, & Murton, of London. 

Albert Thomas Mills, who served his'clerkship with Mr. John Evans 
Rains, of Manchester, 

Godfrey Mosley, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Bannister, 
Williams, & Ram, of London. ; 

Frederic William Reed Sale, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin 
Leedam Hough, and Mr. Edwin Hough, of Carlisle; and Messrs. 
Harrison & Powell, of London. 

Stephen Malcclm Scammell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert 
Besant, of Portsea. 

William Hubert Smith, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 
James Shepheard, of London. 

Albert Wm. Joseph Walker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
Hayton, of the firm of Messrs. Hayton & Simpson, of Cockermouth ; and 
Messrs. Speechly, Mumford, & Co., of London. 

Frederic James Whiteley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Douglas Hutton, of the firm of Messrs. Killick, Hutton, & Vint, of 
Bradford ; and Messrs. W. J. Flower & Nussey, of London, 

Charles Walter Woolnough, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
William Woolnough, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Sugden—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas; 
and the John Mackrell Prize—value about £12 10s. 

To Mr. Clarke—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas. 

Fe Mr. White—Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 5 
ineas. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

114 candidates gave notice for the examination. 





Mr. Herzert Stantey Svepen, who has been awarded the Clement’s- 
inn Prize, the Daniel Reardon Prize, and the John Mackrell Prize, has not 
yet completed his twenty-first year. He was articled to Mr. James Curtis, 
of No. 9, Old Jewry-chambers, in the City of London, for five years, from 
the 4th of January, 1887, after having passed the Preliminary Examina- 
tion at the Incorporated Law Society. 

Mr. Arruvr Epwrn Ciarxz, who has been placed second in the first- 
class and winner of the Clifford’s-inn Prize, was articled on the 19th of 
October, 1886, to Mr. John William Smith, of Andover, Hants, for five 
years, after ing the Cambridge Junior Examination at Brighton in 
December, 1885. Since the 27th of October, 1890, Mr. Clarke has served 
his articles under Messrs. Garrard, James, & Wolfe, Mr. Smith’s London 
agents. He is now in his twenty-first year. 

Mr. Epwarp Avsrey Wurrr, the winner of the New-inn Prize, was 
articled on the 24th of July, 1886, to Mr. Henry Brown White, of War- 
rington, for five years. Ile passed the Cambridge Junior Examination 
at Manchester in December, 1882. Mr. White has served the whole of his 
term in the country. He is now in his twenty-fourth year. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Istpore Goupman, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gol was admitted a solicitor in May, 
1885. He is a commissioner for New South Wales. 


Mr. Atrrep Hammonp, solicitor, of 25, Bedford-row, W.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hammond was admitted a 
solicitor in February, 1885. 


Mr. James Bishop Harttey, solicitor (of the firm of Wilkins, Blyth, 
Dutton, & Hartley), of 112, Gresham-house, Old Broad-street, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hartley was admitted a 
solicitor in July, 1884. 


Mr. Cuartzs Hopson Kent, solicitor, of Shaftesbury, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kent was admitted a solicitor 
in February, 1883, after having passed the Final Examination with 
honorary distinction. 


Mr. Freperick Grorczt Mayruew, solicitor (of the firm of Reeve & 
Mayhew), of Lowestoft, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Mayhew was admitted a solicitor in June, 1885. 


Mr. Artuur Movunran,, solicitor (ef the firm of Stephenson & Mountain), 
of Great Grimsby, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Mountain was admitted a solicitor in March, 1885. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Henry Nortepes, solicitor, of 221, South Lambeth-road, 
8.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Norledge was 
admitted a solicitor in February, 1885. 


Mr. Bensamin Joun Oates, solicitor, of Heckmondwike, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Oates was admitted a solicitor 
in Uctober, 1884. 


Mr. Gzorce Puitirrs Parker, solicitor (of the firm of Woodcock, 
Ryland, & Parker), of 5, Bloomsbury-square, W.C., has been appointed a 
Conmnissioner for Uaths. Mr. Parker was admitted a solicitor in November, 
1884. 


Mr. James AmprosE Parsons, solicitor, of King’s Lynn, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Parsons was admitted a solicitor in 
December, 1884. 


Mr. Frepericx James Anzort, solicitor, of Queen Victoria-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Abbott was admitted 
a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1874. 


Mr. Bernarp Arnon, solicitor (of the firm of Fooks, Chadwick, 
Arnold, & Chadwick), of 60, Carey-street, W.C., has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Arnold was admitted a solicitor in April, 
1884. 


Mr. Wri1am Cuaries Buianpy, solicitor (of the firm of Blandy, 
Witherington, & Co.), of Reading, has been appointed a Commissioner 


for Oaths. Mr. Blandy was admitted a solictor in January, 1885. 


Mr. James Earnsuaw C.xzocc, solicitor, of Rochdale, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clegg”was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1885. 


Mr. Rorert Sewe.t Cusuina, solicitor (of the firm of Crossfield, Son, & 
Cushing), of 354, Hackney-road, N.E., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Cushing was admitted a solicitor in July, 1885. 


Mr. Gzorcz Dennis Day, M.A., LL.B. Cantab., solicitor (of the firm of 
Wallingford, Day, & Son), of St. Ives, Hunts, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Day was admitted a solicitor in November, 
1885. He is clerk to the county magistrates (Hurstingstone Division), 
town clerk of St. Ives, clerk to the urban sanitary authority, clerk to the 
borough magistrates, assistant-clerk to the union, and deputy superin- 
tendent registrar. 


Mr. Ronatp CrossrreLtp Foster, solicitor (of the firm of Land & R. C. 
Foster), of Halifax, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Foster was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 


Mr. Artuur Srpgnoruam, solicitor (of the firm of Sidebotham & Side- 
botham), of Stockport, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Sidebotham was admitted a solicitor in May, 1885. 


Mr. Francis Suretzey Turner, solicitor (of the firm of Croft & 
Turner), of 15, Coleman-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Turner was admitted a solicitor in August, 1882. 

Mr. Watton Warts, solicitor, of Bristol, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Watts was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. 

Mr. Haroitp Warker, solicitor, of West Bromwich, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Walker was admitted a solicitor in 
December, 1884. a 

Mr. Wiiuram Lovis Surpron, solicitor (of the firm of Ainsworth & 
Shipton), of Buxton, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vurion. 

Avsert Warts and Eomunp Wituiam Lvxe, proctors and solicitors 
(Wills, Watts, & Luke), 53, Carter-lane, London. July 21. The said 
Albert Watts will continue to carry on business at 53, Carter-lane afore- 
raid, under th . style or firm of Wills & Watts. 


[ Gazette, July 24. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





GENERAL. 


The Times says that Mr. Justice North is much better, and has been 
able to leave his room. The learned judge, however, is not expected to 
resume his seat in court again during the present sittings. 


The Daily News says that Mr. Cobb has made a list of cases in which 
barristers are practising in coun$y courts where their fathers are judges. 
He intends to bring these specific cases under the attention of the 
pee mgr tle and will ask whether such practice is in accordance 
with the traditions and etiquette of the bar. Sir Richard Webster has 
already said, in reply to Mr. Philip Stanhope, that it is not. 

In the House of Commons on the 24th ult. Mr. Fenwick asked the Home 
Secretary whether his attention had been called to the language used by 
Judge Metcalfe in delivering judgment in the case of Kilby and Coleman 
v. Baker in the Bristol County Court on July 7, and reported in the 
Western Daily Mail ; and whether he would bring the matter under the 
notice of the Lord Chancellor. Mr. Matthews said: I have seen a news- 
paper report of the case. I have no control over county court judges. I 
would suggest that if the hon. member wishes to make any representation 
S. the subject he should address himself directly to the Lord Chan- 
cellor. 


On Wedneshay, says the Daily News, a case of domestic interest was 
disposed of by Judge Bayley in the Westminster County Court. The 
plaintiff, a domestic servant, claimed of a Mr. Kennedy nine days’ wages 
at the rate of 15s. a week, under the following circumstances :—Miss 
Chappell, the plaintiff, gave evidence that she was engaged as a sort of 
house and parlourmaid at a salary of 15s. a week, and was discharged after 
she had been there nine days because she refused to wear a cap. Defend- 
ant said he engaged plaintiff through a registry office to assist in the 
housework, cooking, &c. No mention was made of the dress she was to 
wear, but he took it as a recognized thing between servants and employers 
that the former had to wear caps. Part of the plaintiff’s duty was to 
answer the door to his visitors, and he could not have a capless maid to 
answer the door. The ground upon which he dismissed her was that she 
refused to obey lawful orders. His honour: What were the lawful order ? 
Defendant: That she should wear a cap. His honour: I do not think she 
was bound to wearacap. The defendant : It is the recognized custom for 
servants to wear caps. The plaintiff said that she never refused to do her 
work, but she emphatically refused to wear a cap; and when she had been 
with the defendant a week she gave notice to leave, but was summarily 
dismissed two days later. She now contended she was entitled to be 
paid for the nine days. His honour thought so too, and gave judgment 
for the plaintiff for the amount claimed. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COUKT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON . 
Mr. Justice 





Appeat Court Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Sontos, Aug.. Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach . Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday .......... Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Wednesday Pugh Leach Clowes 
Thursday .......... Beal Godfrey Jackson 
_.. eee Pugh Leach Clowes 
IIE, caress taatoponanscindooss Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRvinG. Kexkewicu. Romer. 
Monday, Aug .3 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton 
SUIS ossces kaceciesckdaboeas 4 Carrington Rolt ard 
Wednesday f Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt ard 
iday Lavie Farmer Pemberten 
Carrington Rolt ard 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 


Govrrey.—July 22, at 56, Warrington-crescent, Maida-vale, W., the wife of Albert 
Hamilton Godfrey, solicitor, of a son. 

Reaver.—July 22, at The Chilterns, Wanstead, Essex, the wife of George Reader, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 

So.tomox.—July 24, at 22, Linden-gardens, W., the wife of Joseph Maurice Soiomon, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 
Mackay—Srt. Joun. py, * 21, at Holmwood Church, Surrey, E. J. G. Mackay, sheriff of 


Fife and Kinross, to Lilian A. St. John, daughter of the late Colonel Charles W. St. 
John, staff officer of pensioners and of the 94th Reziment. 


Pirman—-Cuance..or.—July 22, at St. John’s Episcopal Church, Edinburgh, James 
Campbell Pitman, advocate, to Jemima Helen, elder daughter of Edward 
Chancellor, W.8, 


Synnotr—NeErrervi_te.—July 16, at the Pro-Cathedral, Kensington, §. Nicholas 
Synnott, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, to Barbara, fifth deuduue of 
J. Macevoy Netterville, Esq., of Villa Rita, Biarritz. 

Warson—Hamittox.—July 23, at St. Paul's, Kersal, Manchester, Thomas William 
Watson, Writer to the Signet, Edinburgh, to Lucey, daughter of Wm. Hy. Hamilton, 
Esq., Shenstone-house, Broughton-park. 


DEATHS. 


E.y.—June 21, at Hawksburn, Melbourne, Albert Llewellyn Ely, late town clerk of 
Prahran, aged 61. 





Ramen Sele SE Reem, AOE a SN Sudbury, Suffolk, 
Sreruens.—July 24, at a residence, Gibraltar-place, Chatham, Matthew pe 
Stephens, wd solicitor, aged 92. 








“ Euxesis. a Devicutrut Sxave.—No soap, water, or brush cogent, only a tube ¢ 
A. 8. Lioyd’s Euxesis a razor. Shaving with “ Euxesis” becomes a 
softens the shiftoss bean emf tenean the atm seek, embelin sath fees Susie Loy “gee 

” n red ink; 


refuse all others.—Sold by chemists, perfumers, and stores, or post-free for 1s. 6d. from 

Luoyp & Co., 3, Spur-street, Leicester-square, don.—-[Apvr.] 
WARNING TO INTENDING House eens at & Lesszes.— Before or renting 
s3 —— a the ne a Velie On eo ly examined ig En. an expert from The 
-street, West- 


Estab. oN ‘rho also undertake the ¥ poate down Hall Vstr- are 


rp Farr Cartoons.—A few Complete Sets of the Judges that have 
gp ge Vanity Fair to date are still to be had on ication to the Publisher. 
here are 36 Cartoons in Price, per Set, £? 103. ices, 182, Strand, London, 


W.C.—[Apvr. } 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, July 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTrep 1n CHANCERY. 


New Oxcanos Gotp Mixixe Co, Limtren—Petition for winding age teary Jul 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on a 1. Crosley & Burn, te st tags, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must the abovenamed not later than six 

o’clock in the afternoon of July 31 

Rock Fresnotp Lanp Society, Linrrep—Petition for winding up, possented J i. 
directed to be heard on Aug 1. Rawlings, Walbrook, solor for — 
appearing mnt reach the abovenamed not later than six o’clock in the a of 


Swepish Marcu Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 1, to send their 
names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wi illiam Thomas 
Ogden, 6a, Austinfriars. Thursday, Oct 29, at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 


cating upon the debts or claims 
Vurcan Fire Brick Co, Limrrep—Petition for ying = _ presented July 22, directed 
to be heard before Chitty, J.. on Aug 1. Senenn. ot ty cone Se pee 


Notice va appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six o'clock in the after- 
noon of July 31 


a 
Unsvimitep 1x CHaycery. 
Mancuester, Mippteroy, axp District Tramways Co—Petition for windin up, pre- 
sented July 23, directed to be heard on Aug 1. Wyatt & Barraud, St ildred’s ct, 


solors for petner. Notice” of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six 
o’clock in the afternoon of Ji uly 31 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Dow Cossack Girt Funp Society, Lever Arms, Lever st. July 21 
Murvav Beyerir Society, Cock Inn, Diss, Norfolk. July 20 


Susrexpep ror Turee Moytus. 
Toyee any BreigutMet Spaces Buriat Society, 10, Back North View, Tonge, 
Bolton, Lancaster. July 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 28. 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


an gig PE Provincia, Ixpusraiat Society, 34, Memorial Hall bldgs, Far- 
ringdon s' y 25 
Rusutron Frienpiy Society, Royal Oak Inn, Rushton, Stafford. July 23 








CReDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 24. 


Fox, eo Bi ham, Licensed Victualler, Sept 1. Ind, Coope, & Co, Ld v Fox, 


J. ward & Co 
Winsaan rig JAMES, Aberystwith, . Aug 18. City Brewery Cov 
illiams, Kekewich, J. Roberts, Quality ot, Uhenocry lane 


Lendon Gazette.—Turspay, July 28. 


De Tovevitte, Henry Dizvoonne Perreau, Craven hill, Hyde ye. Gent. Aug 28. 
De ie v De e, Kekewich, J. White, Bedford 

Havck, Aubert, Manchester, Furrier. Aug 28. Housk'y Newton, Registrar, Liverpool. 
Sale & Co, Manchester 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Tuuspay, July 21. 
Aryscoven, Wrii1am, Leigh, Lanes, Provision Dealer. July 30. Marsh & Co, Leigh 
Arkixsoy, Tuomas Ciarke, Northallerton, Yorks, Gent. Aug 22. Waistell, Northallerton 
Beckett, Ricuarp, Liverpool, Grocer. Aug 31. Lee, Liverpool 
Mpeeng, Coane, Little Trinity lan2, New River ‘Turncock. Aug 18. Keen & Co, Knight- 
Barron, Joux, Wychbold, nr Droitwich, Blacksmith. Sept 1. Foster & Kendrick, 
Brown, Auice, Brampton, Cumbrid. Aug 22. Sewell, Carlisle 
Brown, Duncan, Digswell Welwyn, Herts. Sept 1. Norton & Co, Victoria st, Westmin- 
Seiwa Tiecwee, Lanercost, Cumbrid, Surgeon. Aug 22. Sewell, Carlisle 
Burory, Jaxe Baryett, Halliford st. Aug15. Fishers & Reeca, Essex st, Strand 
Car.ron, James, Hunslet, Leeds, Gent. Sept 18. Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 
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CavexpisH, Wittiam Georcz, Cullum st, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. 
Crarke, Sertmus, Gawcott, Buckingham. Aug8. Hearne & Hearne, Buckingham 


Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Cooper, Wit114m, Shenstone, Wood End, nr Lichfield. Aug 24. 


Croetre, Marta AvsrniA, Sutton, Surrey. Aug 21. 
Cramuptoy, Henry, Laurie pk rd, Sydenham, Esq. 


ton 
D’Oripant, Apetixe, Osborne rd, Forest Gate. Aug 20 
Old Broad st 


Dicktiysox, Vasey, Brompton Carr, Yorks, Farmer. 


Eanrtz, Aveustus Percy, Moss Side, Manchester, Gent. 


Fraxcis, Hanna, Pantyscallog, Dowlais, Glam. Aug 20. Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 
Meade-King & Bigg, Bristol 
Fishers & Reece, Essex st, Strand 

T & ET Randall, South sqr, Gray’s inn 


Gaxpraitn, Oxivia Exizanern, Clifton, Bristol. 
GamMace, Exizasetn, Leamington. Sept 1. 
Genpers, Letitia, West Bromwich. Oct 1. 


Sept 1. 


Sept 1. 
Denvyett, Peter, Little Lever, nr Bolton, Finisher of Cotton Goods. 


Sept 2. Turnbull & Co, Scar- 
Drummuonv, Joun, Castleside, Durham, Farmer. Aug 15. 


Gisss, Joun = maa Grove lane, Camberwell, Gent. 


Gissox, Witu1am, Birmingham, Land Agent. Sept 16. Foster & Kendrick, Birmingham 


GoopenrivGE, Ezra, Goole, Yorks, Coal Merchant. Aug 1. 
Gossacr, Joseru, Amersham rd, New Cross. Aug 31. 


row 

Homes, Witviam, Park vilge East, Regent’spk. Aug 24. 

Hott, Anprew, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Beer Retailer. 
Manchest: 


er 
Kay, Mary, Preston. Augis8. Ward, Preston 


Kyapman, Hannan, Broad Green, nr Liverpool. Aug 24. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aupeny, Jony, Petteghom, Tailor 
July 21 Ord July ‘ 
mer ye Titi, Marine Store Dealer 


mou Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
Baty, 


Ports- 


Pet June 29 Ord July 21 


Banrser, Tuomas, Lisson gr, Marylebone, Saddler High | 


Pet July 21 Ord Tuly 21 


Bentzen, see, and Yyevar Benrzen, Leeds, Linguists | | Watson. Exizanetrnu, Sheffield, General Deller Sheffield © 
Leeds 


Pet July 21 Ord Jul 
Burrorp, F, Gt Cambridge “9 rd, Box Manu- | 
facturer High Court Pet uly 8_Ord July 21 
Byron, Tuomas, Chadderto: Labourer in an Iron- 
works Oldham Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
a > One ifax, Grocer Halifax Pet 


me. ay bot Gea Been ne, Soweliex’e Assistant | 
Middlesborough 


et July 18 July 18 

Cox, CHARLOTTE, ae, Somerset, Farmer Frome Pet 
July 20 Ord Jul 

Brame, a Five Cardiff Pet July 21 Ord 


Goipsy, Georce Henry, Irongate Wharf, Praed st, Pad- 
sae > , Omnibus Builder igh Court Pet July 20 Ord 


Hapwiy, tag ~~ Hensingham, en Grocer White- 
haven y 20 Ord July 20 


Haisman Some Henry, St Margaret’s rd, ay 
General Brentf 


Pet July 18 Ord July 18 


Axrrep Heap, Laurence Pountney hill, Printer 
‘h Court 


Sandom & Co, Gracechurch st 
Ilamittox, Jouy, Sittingbourne, Kent, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Bedford 


Evans & Co, Liverpool 


Nottingham Pet | 


wu 
| Sparrow, Jouy, Wick, Glos, ay 90 Bristol Pet July 
ll 


——— Wit.rAm Eowarp, Iping, Sussex, aad Manu- 
| act 


Bares To [og Nether Poppleton, Yorks, Farmer York | 


Ws Ord July 21 
ot. ILLIAM, Ex Cumbrid, Butcher Carlisle 
Pet July 20 ul 


Howcnorn, "Ronesr, Mi | h, Refreshment house 
a ae ae Pet uly 17. Ord July 17 
ain ag 


h, ne a Cattle 
velo Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
Jada mone Witiiam, Crondall, Southampton, 
Publican ford 


wuly 22 ming Pet J uly 22 Ord 
Jacoss, Seen Swansea, Shipowner Swansea Pet Jul 
Ord July 22 stent mS 


y 
Jon Annie Mania, Sem y Shrewsbury, Licensed 
Victualler Shrewsbury Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
Jury, Wituiam, bo panet Devon, eelwright Exeter 
Pet July 20 Ord 
Kerr, GrorGe Bonn diry rt, Grocer Stockport Pet 
22 Ord July 22 
Laces, Joux Wixuiam, Leicester, Tob ist Leicest 


July 20 Ord July 20 
Luoyp, am Birming) — Perambulator Maker ;Bir- 
m Pet July 20 ann July 20 


Moorz, Joux, War chive, Farmer Manchester 
Pet July 20 Ord July'20 


stchetier “Pet nog Ord July 20 Suffolk, Chemist Col- 
BERT, Leeds, Pl lumber 
“an” 





Leeds Pet July 21 Ord 


Comes, Epsonp. a a Mannfacturer | 
Liverpool Pet Pet duly 21 Mond Joh 

OsrerMaNny, Henry, Jarrow, Dee 4 Picture Framer | 
‘ewcastle on Pet July 20 Ord July 20 


es sO Wins P= =e Sussex, Miller Brighton | 


Puit.irs rf ier pnd ecemenct st High Court Pet | 


June 16 Ord J = 

P.imvey, ee marten, Seber, Tea Dealer 
Shrews' Pet July7 Ord July 22 

Rivizy, Cuarres Apert, and Joun Cooper, O 
Surrey 


ted, or 
7 don Pet July 21. Ord july 21 | Merriman, Witt1aM, Wells, Somerset, Tailor Aug 5 at 12 





Poole & Robinson, Union crt, 


{ {| Rorew ELL, Hiram, a Cabinet Maker Halifax Pet 
| Rowiaxp, Witttam, Plymouth, Circus Di el East 


Aug 20.| Lavers, Exiza, Plymouth. Aug17. Shelly & Johns, Plymouth ~ 


Masnmsen, Fem, Amburst rd, Hackney, Steamship Owner. Sept 5. Duncan, South 


Mixes, Bexsaury, Bristol, Jeweller. Aug 15. Hobbs, Bristol 
Motixevx, Exizasern, Peel terrace, Manchester. Sept1. Earle & Co, Manchester 


Moucakormnoneail Neepuam, Samvet Henry, Ella rd, Crouch hill, Gent. Aug 18. Hindson & Co, Moor- 
te st 


Vandercom & Co, Bush lane 


ga My 
Aug 22. Monks, Paice, Peter Richarp, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Commission Agent. Aug 31. 


Armstrong, 
Fenchurch st k sy ee 
Perkin, Grorcixa, Woodcock st, Birmingham. Sept 1. Foster & Kendrick, Birmingham 
Puitiporrs, Apranam Hopaesoy, Carshalton, Surrey, Esq. Aug 22. Harries & Co, 
st 


Piercy, Saonees, Hastings. Sept 5. Cruttenden, Battle 

Pryer, Eowarp Wi.iiam, Feltwell, Norfolk, Farmer. Aug4. Houchen & Houchen, 
Thetford : 4 

Earle & Co, Man- ee p Soames Georce, Tintern, Mon, Gent, Sept 8. Foster & Kendrick, Bir- 

Row es, a Seananeee, Littlemore, Oxon. Sept 29. Walsh, Oxford 

Suaw, Ayn, Didsbury, Manchester. Sept 1. Earle, Sons, & Co, Manchester 

SuepnHarp, Ann, Arcadia st, Bradford. Augi. Atkinson & Co, Bradford 

Suvarp, Saran Any, Malvern Wells, Worcs. Aug 31. Rollason, Birmingham 

Srupss, Anyix, Cobden pl, Leeds. Sept 1. Milling & Compston, Leeds 

Turackwray, Cuares, Scarborough, Hosier. Sept 2. Turnbull & Co, Scarborough 

Tipesw BAe Joun, ae ae, , Birmingham, Metal Refiner. Aug 23. Foster & Ken- 


’ Birming’ 
Wissen RIGHT, Jane, Queen Anné’s mansions, Westminster. Cookson & Co, 


Ridley, Newcastle upon 
Sept 1. 


Aug 24. Tocque & Rodyk, 


Everatt, Goole 


Aug 31. 


Auc 93 Lincoln’s inn fields 
Aug 3. Covde & Co, Waker, Wit114M, Bishopsgate st, Merchant. Aug 30. Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury 
> - tai circus 
Evans & Co, Gray's inn sq Wicurmay, Exizaseru, Chard, Somerset. Aug 21. Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
Aug 18. Boyer & Co, 


Wooparp, Naruanie, Henfield, Sussex, Clerk, D.C.L. Aug‘20. Pritchard & Sons, 
Gracechurch st 

Wynpuam, Cuartes Henry, Wans, nr Chippenham, Wilts, Esq. Sept 1. 
Co, ford row 





Rowecliffes & 








Moony, James, Southborough, Kent, Baker July 31 at 11.30 
Spencer & Reeve, Mount P! leasant, Tunbridge Wells 
Muyys, Jonny, Canterbury, Licensed Victualler July 31 at 

9 Off Rec. Canterbury 
Newsy, Martruew, Bishopton, Durham, Farm Labourer 
Aug 5 at 3 Of Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Ostermann, Henry, jo a Durham, Picture er 
Aug. 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- castle on 


sien Tuomas Witt1am, Shrewsbury, Tea Dealer Aug 
11 at 11.45 Law Society, Talbot m5 Ring Shrewsbury 

Preston, Henry Micuerr, Ramsgate, Dentist July 31 Tat 
9.30 Off Rec, Canterbury 

RanyEvi, ALEXANDER Ropert, Farleigh rd, Stoke Newing- 
ton, Clerk to firm of Tailors Aug 5 at iz 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

RicG, Joun Asueuryer, Treleth. Askam in Furness, Lancs, 
Butcher Aug6at11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Bar- 
row in Furness 

ee Joseru, Longton, Staffs, Blacksmith July 31 at 10 

, een under Lyme 
Seanesc, Henny, ondham, Norfolk, Tailor Aug 1 
Off Ree, a ing st, Norwich 

5 Rosert, South Witham, nr Grantham, Miller 
July 31 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church Walk, Not- 
tingham 

Sairn, Som Burton on Trent, Butcher Aug 19 at 11.30 
Midland’ Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Sparrow, Jouyx, Wick, Glos, Farmer Aug 5at1 Off Rec 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, y 

Sreruens, Joun Vivian, Carbarrack, Gwennap, Cornwall, 

ffice, Bosca- 


Mine Share Dealer Aug 1 at 2 Off Rec’s 
wen st, Truro 
Downes, CHARLES, Cheapside, pik. sate i Aug 4at12 33, | Tuomas, Davip Junxix, Aberavon, Glam, Innkeeper July 
Carey st, Linco!n’s inn B31 at12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 
GamMBL Lr Gronor, South Shields, Grocer Phe 8 at 11.30 a JOSEPH Francis, 
Off 
\ 
| 


ly 22 Ord July 22 


Stonehouse Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
Satissury, Roperr Bert, and Morris Rew, High st, 
Poplar, Bakers High Court Pet July4 Ord July 20 


| Scort, Samven Swirt, = Notts, Chemist Notting- 
ham Pet July 20 Ord J 


Ord J uly 29 


urer Brighton Pet July7 Ord July 


Pet July 21 Ord July 21 


| Witttams, MaTrHew, —— Cornwall, Baker Truro Pet 
July 20 Ord July 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AyTon, pe ay James, Ramsgate, Fruiterer July 31 at 
10 Off Rec, Canterbury 

BEnxsow, Wades Grundy st, Poplar, Baker Aug 4 at 2.30 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Bu naam < Joux, Yatesbury, Wilts, Grocer Aug 4at12 Off 

32, High st, Swindon 

Cox, Jous Hawrrey Recinatp, Brighton, Captain in 
Inniskilling Dragoons Aug 5 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
bldgs, Brighton 

CrAcCKNELL, Saran Exizasetu, Sudbury, Suffolk, Harness 
Maker Aug 4 at 12.30 36, Princes at, Ipswich 

Davies, Jouny Morcan, Cwmbach, Aberdare, Glam, 
Grocer Aug5at2 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 





Bedminster, Bristol, Mariner 
Piok lane, Newcastle on Tyn Aug 5 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank "chmbrs, Corn st, 
Hapwis, Wituram, Hensingham, Cumbrld, Grocer Aug 5 Bristol 


at 12.30 67, Duke st, Whiteh: VINCE, ww my Norwich, Fish Merchant Aug 1 at 
11 


aven 
Hamitroy, ALEXANDER Guxtwopr, Oxford, Gent July 31 g st, Norwich 
Woasems, Macrae, Truro, Cornwall, Baker Aug 1 at 


at 11.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
HamILToy, GeorcE, 59, Mile End rd, Agent for the Free 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Gospel Mission Aug 4 at 7 33, C 
Asranams, Louisa, Gt Russell st. Peoumsbury, Spinster 
High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord July 
Artrick, Rosert, + Marine ‘Bore Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet July “Ord July 21 
Barser, Tuomas, Ss, Soegetene, Saddler High 
an Pn July 2 ord Jul 
NTZEN, eye: NGVAR mera, Leeds Linguists 
Leeds hy ke a. Ord July 
Byrox, Tuomas, Chad rton. tee Labourer in an Iron- 
d works Oldham ‘Pet July 20 Ord July 22 
Jackson, Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Travelling Draper Carityox, Ciement Winstaxtey, Budleigh Salterton, 
Aug’ 3at12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne Deven, retired Lieut. Col. Exeter Pet June 20 Ord 
JAMES,, 5 Om hee Fi Wath upon Dearne, Yorks, Grocer Aug 4 July 18 
at3 


y 

Figtree lane, Sheffield Hal: rocer Hal 

Joxes, ANNIE Manta, Coleham, Shrewsbury, Licensed Oa Oa aT Fe He nae Fe 
_ Jou Sommer, Middles cgvonenal, Jeweller’s 


Victualler Aug 1 at 11 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, | CLosr, 
A ant re neageseny, | e.! a ‘a sal aay, - 


Shrewsbury 
| Kexyox, 5s Es, Clown, Derby: ae | Coal Miner Aug4 | pgarrry, B, Chorlton upon M 
keeper "Manchester Pet June os 


at2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield | July 
hee ~ Pdi Sunderland, Outfitter July 31 at4 Off Brame, og Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Oe uly 21 Ord 
Jul 
Gaxpen, ae Newman, Bexhill on Fea Sussex, Carrier 


‘arey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Harvey, Ricnarp, Newlyn, Paul, Cornwall, Fisherman 
Aug 1at11.30 Off Ree, Boscawen st, 

Hayes, Tuomas, Nether Poppleton, Yorks, Farmer Aug 4 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 

| Hieas, Josern, Upper Park pl, Dorset sar, J Builder Aug 5 
=. = Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 

Jacxsox, Lazarus, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Watch- 
maker July 31 at 3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunder- 


Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Martix, Epwarp, St Swithin’s lane, Commission Agent 
ngs Pet July8 Ord July 21 
GLyKa, ge ore, & Convict Rochester Pet 


Aug 4at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Masterton, Ropert Knox, ‘Golden Cross Hotel, Charing 
Cross, of nooceupation Aug5at11 33, Carey st, Lin- ; 3 
Sieur, ~~ Oy nei ham, Cumbrld, Grocer White- 
haven Pet July 20 July 26 
Hami.ron, ALEXANDER Cust wooe, Oxford, Gent Oxford 


coln’s inn 
Pet May 20 Ord J 


| Mares Zeon eRICK JOSEPH, The Broadway, St Margaret’ Eas 
Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Hayes, ; Seenas, Nether = Poppleton, Yorks, Farmer York: 


ickenham, Boot Maker July 31 at 3 Off Ree, 
| , Pet July 21 Ord July 21 


Off Rec, Bank chmtrs, Corn st, Bristol 
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Somers, Rosert, Middlesboro Refreshment House 
Middlesborough Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
Hom, R W auras Gerores, Angel court, Wine Merchant 
Pet April 21 Ord July 20 
sons oem eg Northamptonshire, 
Northampton Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
JonzEs, ) Maria, Coleham, Shrews! Licensed Vic- 
tualler Shrewsbury Pet July 20 Tuly 20 
Jsnyinas, Epwin, and Arcuer ome nk eaetet, 
Clothiers Sheffield Pet July14 Ord J 
Kerr, Gzorce Epwarp, Stockport, Grocer 
July 22 Ond July 22 
Lacey, Jouyn Se Leicester, Tobacconist Leicester 
Pet July 20 Ord Jul 
Manxs, age Sunderland, Outfitter _ Sunderland Pet 


July 1 Ord July 16 
pind dane Riptey, Sudb , Suffolk, Chemist Col- 
Leeds Pet July 21 Ord 


chester Pet July 17 Ord J ¥ 20 
w—_, Rosert, Leeds, Plumber 
Manufacturer 
<4 Framer 
Miller” 
Scene. Lee a“ Sussex, Miller Brighton 
Pet July Ord Jul 


Paaer, pre paw a Engineer 
Leicester Ont Fuk 


Pet June 27 
Pumuey, Tomas Wii, Shrewsbury, Tea Dealer 
Oxted, 


wsb Pet July7 Ord July 22 

Ripiey, CuHartes Apert, and Joun Coorer, 

urrey, Grocers Croydon Pet July 20 Ord July 21 

Row.anp, WiL.iaM, ea ae uth, Proprietor 
Stonehouse Pet Jul Ord July 21 

Scorrt, ~~" ¥ Swirt, “acld, otis, Chemist, Notting- 
ham Pet July20 Ord July 


Simpson, WILLIAM —— Lech, -_ Solicitor Han- 
Wty a Burslem, unstall April 29 


SrTeer, <_s Woking, Surrey, Builder Guildford and 
Godalming Pet June10 Ord July 22 

Vox Zepuitz, M, Shaftesbury pe meg Club Promoter 
igh Court Pet June9 Ord July 

Watson, Exizasetn, Sheffield, General Dealer Sheffield 
Pet July 21 O; wh hong 21 

WILKEs, wae laston, Staffs, Carpeuter Walsall Pet 
July 13 Ord July 21 

Witurams, Marruew, Truro, Cornwall, Baker Truro Pet 
July 20 Ord July 20 


wet 


iy 21 
O’Connor, Epmonp, Liverpool, Costume 
Liverpool Pet Jul 7M, p Ord July 21 
OstrermMANN, Henry, 
ewcastle on Tyne Pet duly 30 0 Ord J 


London Gazette —Turspay, July 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batpwin, Matruew, See Ropemaker Burnley Pet 
July 4 Ord July 23 

meer hae _ Herne Bay, Kent Canterbury Pet July 4 

Boyes, Senn: Bedford, Leigh, Lanes, Joiner Bolton Pet 
July 23 Ord July 23 

Brant, James, Ivy rd, Hounslow, Builder Brentford Pet 
July 25 Ord July ? 95 

Bripces, Percy Caan onl Harrop Vow Loup, Ardlei 
» d, Corn Merchants High-Court Pet J 


rm & JOHN, x, Whitby, Yorks, Farmer Newcastle on hy 
Pet July 6 Ord July 25 

CiarKk, Samus, Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds Pet July 25 
Ord July 25 


CossLett, Ricnarp, jun, Lower Weston, nr Bath, Builder 
Bath P 


et July 22 Ord July 22 
CrYeEr, ich pper John st, Golden sq, Manufacturer’s 
Agent High Court Pet July 24 July 24 


Dawson, Epwiy, Southport, Working Gardener Liverpool 
Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Dosson, Witi1am, Bowness, Westmrid, Joiner Kendal 
Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Dopsworts, Wi.uiam, Darli n, Durham, Beerseller 
Stockton o on Tees and Middlesborough Pet July 24 

amg, Gaerne Old Change, Mantle Manufacturer High 

Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Gannoo, Snide Asuton, Liv 1, Builders’ Merchant 


1 Pet July a4 Ord Jul: 
me... oe ee Bere, Hotel de Hiandre, B Bruges, Bel- 
Makeah, Lakes Vousann; Coen co eden, Glatienne 
MMOND, JAMES FOULGER 
h Court Pet July 25 Cha July 25 


Hancock, Aurrep J, late “8 rw neal Mon, Auctioneer 
Tredegar Jul 


Pet =i Ord July 24 
Harrison, Wiiu14m, Bolton, Joiner Bolton Pet July 23 
Ord July 23 


y 

Hinz, Patuir, bm Lodging house Keeper Exeter 
Pet July 25 Ord July 

Horsrart, Jouy, Hebien Bridge, er on Wholesale 
Clothier Burnley Pet Jul 4 Ord July 

Jommesy, Freperick, Church h: Walthamstow, Builder 

h Court Pet Julyié Ord a dely 33 

Jounson, WaLTER Ervest, Milk st, Manufacturers’ Agent 
Salford Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

lau, ye . Ye wrspaae Glam, Draper Neath 

Look, x ome Bournemouth, Baker Poole Pet July 4 

aes, Avatar, am, Coal Dealer Oldham Pet July 

y 

Morey, Cuaries, Southsea, Builder Portsmouth Pet 
July 1 Ord July 24 

Nettieton, Davin, —_, Yorks, Butcher Dewsbury 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Oxiver, George, Talbenny, eae: Blacksmith Pembroke 

P. W: ae ‘ioe casar Wood Engra High 

AlN, Witt1AmM Bowyer, ver 

Court July 23 ag 

rar Joun, Walsall, Baker alsall Pet July 22 Ord 

22 


Porter, Rosert Kyiauts, Cambs, 
F Cambria 


Hillrow in Haddenham, 

‘armer oe Pet July 24 Ord Jul; 

Rartcuirr“, James, Hythe, Colchester, Coal Dealer Col- 
chester Pet July 24 Ord July 24 


Rostnson, Gzorce, Burnley, formerly Book keeper Burnley 


Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Ross, o Ona July te Kendal, Nurseryman Kendal Pet ap 


Ord 
Row .anp, 74 
Waleetees Ponty Tae aad Bet oak tly 35 Ord J ed Faly 


—— a my Buieapern, ‘ark late P ore 
eeper Yor' y y 
holesale 


SipEboTToM, y, Manchester, Grocer Man- 
chester Pet Jul 24 Ord July 2¢ 24 

Strupp, somnat, le Bromley, Essex, Farmer Colchester 
Pet July 25, Ord July 25 ze 

WIiti1aMs, "Fons Waits 5.0 Ord July 25 Carnarvonshire, 

Witson, Heyry Jouy, : = hag | Dealer 

a Sheffield Pet July 24 Ord uly ere 
oop, Gzorce, Lister, Lepton. Hobientelt y 
Dealer Huddersfield Pet July 23 Ord July 


Woo re, Pore aly $5 Birmingham, 
Birmingham Pet July 25 Ord July 25 


The follo’ amended notice is substituted for that pub~ 
tthed ed in the London Gazette, July 10. et 


Caw, Joun, the younger, _ Stock Broker Halifax 
Pat June 26 Ord Jul . 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aupery, Jouy, Nottingham, Tailor Aug 5 at 3.30 Off 
Ay Bet as wa patolle Coach Builder A 
xpREWs, EPHRAIM ury 0) ug 
5 at 1.45 Townhall, Colchester ” 
ss wy Portsea, Marine Store Dealer ris 
Off Rec, Cambridge jnctn, High st, Ports- 
Suan 


Berman, Victor E, late of Birmingham, Boot Dealer Aug 
7 at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

eer Reta Samvet, Christchurch rd, Hampstead, 
of no occupation Aug7ati1l 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Bisnorp, Witu1am, Fendall Bermon 

Bo D er Aug7ati 33, gh z a's a. “ 
YES, JOHN Leigh, hy oiner Aug 
uu Wood st, Bolton 


st, 
Burton, Jasper, Hanover st, Sydenham, Builder Aug 5 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, 5 Bridge 
Byron, Tomas, Chadderton, Lanes, Labourer in Iron- 
oa Aug 5 at 3 of Bi Rec, Priory chmbrs, Union st, 


Carter, Frepericx Georas, and Harry Epwarp Carter, 
Maid i A 


» ug 5 at3 Off Rec, 95, 

Temple chmbrs, Temple avnue 

Dennan, Jonn Eustace, Sloane terce, P. amaad st, Dentist 
Aug 7 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 

Eapy, Tuomas, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler Aug 5 at 
11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Evans, Davin, Cardiff, Grocer Aug 4 at 11 Off Rec, 29, 
Queen st, Cardiff 


Girrus, Grores Furpericx, Feckenham, Wores, Baker 
Aug 8 at 10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Renae, Wiuiam, Bolton, Joiner and Builder Aug 6 at 
11 16, Wood st, Bo! 

ane, Se bit ay, Loing eoee Keeper Aug 8 at 


Bedford circus, Ex 

Homes, Wreskant Brampton, Cumbrid, Butcher Aug 6 
at 12 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Jennines, Epwriy, and c= We.ier Surrn, Sheffield, 
Clothiers Aug 5 at 3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shef- 


field 
, —t Newcastle on Tyne, 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
pam Joun WItt1aM Heap, Plymouth, Hairdresser Aug 
11 at 10.30 10, Athenzeum terce, 
va ele Thelbri BD pete. eelwright Aug 6 


Off Ree, 13, won ee gy Yee 
Ke or Ep gee 7 at 12 
a Off Ree, County chmbrs, Let pi Stockont 


i, JouN big wy A Leicester, Tobacconist Aug 4 at 12 


Lexnox, ALLISON BELL, 1 Wellineton rd, Bush Hill, Enfield, 
Commercial Traveller Aug 5at12 Off Rec, 95, Tem- 


ple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Lockysr, Joun, Bournemouth, Baker Aug 5 at 12.45 Off 


Ree, 
Lucas, OmaRiEs £ORGE, Chatsworth rd, West Senseh, 
Accountant Aug 5 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Mit.arp, Frepericx James, Bristol, Wholesale pon 
Mi a tie oe uy Chemist A 
‘ORRI wry Rip.ey, Sudbury, 

5 at 2.30 2.30  aoniee Hall, Colchester ™ 
Monrox, W E, Croydon » Burrey, D em Author Aug 5 
on Davin, ot pla Be Pen at Lemmy Augibat2 Off 
\DWIN y by AxmstronG, St George’s sqr, 
Solicitor lower 2.30 33, ows st, Lincoln’s inn 
Pweas a ey Furniture Dealer Aug 5 at ll 


aa Soot ne Kors Hibrow in Haddenham, Cambs, 
Farmer Aug7 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cam- 


bri: 
a Sipvey Artuur, Paragon rd, Hackney, Manu- 
facturer st, 


Fo 7 at 12 F Beckrapkee bldgs, 

RoTHweE. ‘Hin Halifax, Cabinet Maker Aug 5 at3 
Of Ree, Halifax so 

ee a oor ansnts Pennant, Cab Pos Proprietor Aug 11 at 


—— 


Athenzeum terr, og 
Scott, Pn an Evisabern, a oe Lodging house 
Aug 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, 


Scott, Samvet Chemist Aug 6 
1h OF Bon Bk Peters Oburch walk i ~y 

se Halicy Woking, Surrey, Builder Aug 6 at 11.30 

Taxon, yom he tg and Mary J mag ge Bh 
North A 


Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne =e 





Ta 4 Wass, | Birmingham, late Baker Aug 6 at f2 
To. Louis Winutas, ee, Auctioneer 1 ll 
atil 10, Atheneum, 
Warn, Joun CHARLES, Mettingham, Cabinet 
Aug 5 at 11 Ce ee 
Wi1s0n, Wits, Buxton, Joiner Aug 7 at 11.30 Off 
Woop, Grorce nr Huddersfield, Hay 
Dealer Aug 6 at 3° Haigh & Bon, solicitors, 55, New 


we seni Gaunty Court bldgs, 


H 
Sek Wiruam Owey, 
———aaee aS 


‘The following amended notices azo substitated fer these 
published in the London Gazette of July 24. 


Gamez, Georce, South Shiclds, Grocer Aug5at11 Off 
Ree, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


Jackson, THomas, gage on Tyne, Travelling Draper 
Aug5 at 12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
oe Tailor Nottingham Pet July 


Beu Merete | Mies, and oe Mitts Yonp, Fen- 
p aie 5 op Merchants High Court Pet June 11 


ALBErRY, ose] 
21 Ord Ji 


Ord July 
Bors, dons, Bedford, Leigh Lancs, Joiner Bolton Pet 


Bunron, oh Gt Cambridge st, Hackne . me eer Box Manufac- 
Vdenham, Build 


Burrow. varer High Hanover der Green- 
wich Pet June 13 Ord Ya 


Cuark, Samugt, Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds Pet July 25 
Ord Jul: 28 


Co.uiver, Snap Veae, Dornton rd, Balham, Builder 

Coa a ee Lee We a Beh, Dude 
LETT, Ricuarp, jun, Lower nm, nr 
Bath’ Pet July 22 ‘Ord July 22 

CrasTree, Joun, Hey in Scammonden, Huddersfield, 
Ook July - ufacturer Huddersfield Pet July 18 


Cressy, Fasvenox, Aurrep E Cressy, and naneg Ricu- 
monp Wincxwortn, Hornsey rd, Middl dlesex,, Brewers 
High Court Pet May 29 Ord July 

Cryer, Water, U. John st, Golden r, Manufac- 

turer’s Agent High Court Pet July 24 “Ord July 24 

Dossox, Witt1am, Bowness, Westmrld, Joiner Kendal 


Pa Pet July 22, Ord July 24 

DS WORTH, Toos and Darlington, Durham, Beerseller 

Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet July 24 Ord 
July 24 

Evans, 


'HOMAs, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Provision Dealer 
Court Pet June 29 Ord July 24 
BORGE, Old Mantle Manufacturer High 
Pet July 25 ~~, Se 25 


Fioyp, CaarLes ASHBUBNH 
Islington, Gent Tigh Gout” Pet Pet eS 17 Tod 


July 24 
GeiseL, JoHN ey Grove rd, Batiowey, Flour Factor 
Court Pet J 


Faae, 


une 30 Ord July 
Grice, Gearcr THomas, Luton, "at Manufacturer 
Luton Pet 16” Ord July 23 


ul 
Guryey, ALFRED came, and Epwarp WiuaM Jex- 
Hill India 


kins, Strawberry Com- 

rey High Court Pet June 13 Ord 

Hasi0¥, Gzoraz, Mile End rd, Age and = rr 
July 24 

Hammon, JAMES Perse, st, ee, Stationer 

J rd Jul 

44 Joiner Bolton Pet aay 23 


Hit, 3,8 T raliy wo Lodging House Keeper Exeter 


Hanrison, WItu1am, 








OLMES, ee Cumbrid, Butcher Carlisle 
Pet J Ord J 
JONES, ptm f Witu1am Heap, Plymouth, Hairdresser Zast 
Stonehouse Pet July 18 Ord Jul, 
Jury, Wiciiam, Thelbridge, Devon, Wheelwright Exeter 
Pet July 17° Ord July 24 
Lewis, yore THom. ve. Glam, Draper Neath 
Pet July 24 Ord Jaly 24 
Luioyp, Louis, i Perambulator Maker Bir- 
i Pet July 20 July 23 


Mauinas, J. Woolwich, Lawn Tennis Manufacturer 
ch Pet June 1 Ord J , a es Ben te 


July 
Moors, Jonny, W: Cheshire, Farmer Manchester 
Pet July 20 Ord July 23 
Murray, Davin, Manager Sheffield Pet 
June Ord J 


Pembroke 


Porter, Ropert Sugnst Sivew 
Farmer July 4 a 74 

Rartcuirre, JAMEs, Colchester, Coal a oon 
chester Pet J July 24 

Rostxson, Gror@ , formerly Book keeper Burnley 


Pet July 22 July 23 
Rosenpere, Jvuivs, lane, Cannon st, Manu- 
7 High Court Pet June 30 Ord 


mn, Kendal, Nurseryman Kendal Pet 
‘uly 25 Ord July 25 
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Rowsett, A y" Blackheath, oy late Stockbroker Green- 
wich Pet June 15 Ord Ji y 24 
S Sch Longton Pet 


Gane, oon d ee ee 
July 21 

at issue IZABETH, York, late Lodging house 
Keeper York Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Sipesorrom, Henry, Manchester, Wholesale Grocer Man- 
chester Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Sxowpen, Georcr, Scarborough, Currier Scarboréugh 
Pet July1 Ord July 28 

Srupp, Pet pale ae re — Essex, Farmer Colchester 

Tucker, Louis Wuztas, Oe th, Anellenesr East 
Stonehouse Pet July 17 Ord July 24 

WENDEN, Waiter Wirriam, Chelmsford, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Chelmsford Pet June 24 Ord July 24 

Wurrraker, WitiiAm, emeont, Pork Butcher Preston 
Pet June4 Ord July 

WituaMs, Joun on tell Lianberis, Carnarvonshire, 

July 25 Ord July 25 

Witson, ALExanperR, Aner! ered Rate Collector 
Croydon Pet May 25 Tul 

Witson, Henry Joun, Sheffield, Sewing Machine Dealer 
Sheffield Pet July24 Ord July 24 

Woop, Grorce Lister, m, nr Huddersfield, Hay 
Dealer Huddersfield July 23 Ord July 23 

Wootrr, Arcnetaus Day, Birmingham, Glass Dealer Bir- 
mingham Pet July 25 Ord July 25 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Aug. omen Besas, rece, * Cuseanees. « at the 
advertisement, July 25, p” 656 656). 3 no 


a a .—Messrs. Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, E.C., 
2 o'clock, Periodical Sale (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 4). 
Aug. 7 7.—Messrs. Baxer & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
naga Investments (see advertisement, this week, p- 


po ‘Messrs. Pricxett & Venastes, at the Mart, E.C., 
2 ‘Oolock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments (see 
advertisement, July 25, p. 655). 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 288.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s, 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 





REVERSIONS. 
LAY REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuarmman—Edward James Bevir, Esq., Q.C. 
Derury-Cuairman—The Rt. Hon. Henry Cecil Raikes, M.P. 


Reversions and Life Interests Purchased. Immediate 
and Deferred — a in exchange for Reversion- 
ary and Contingent In‘ 

Loans may also be obtained on the security of Reversions. 

Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingent, and 
also Endowments — on favourable terms. 


Prospectuses and of Pro d all furth - 
Semeolion, may he bed at hn ae ao ” + a 


C, B. CLABON, Secretary. 





hey TOWER FURNISHING COMPANY 

PO am on Goods on Hire siaeet Sasa manu- 
i the choice of 100 Wholeeslo howe cll 
or write for 
Tower-street, 


SECRETARY, 43, Goat 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, dc. 





Lonpon, E.C. 


SPINK & SON, Goxpsmrrus anp Siiversmirus, 1 anp 2, GRacECHURCH-sTREET, CoRNHILL, 
, beg respectfully to announce that they accunaTety APpRatse the above for the 
Lecat Proresston or PURCHASE the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 





ERJEANTS’-INN, Fleet-street. — Offices 
to be Let at moderate ‘rents. —For particulars address 
Z., 117, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


HANCERY-LANE.—To be Let on ground 
floor, a Set of two or three good light front gd 
also a pair of Roomsin noble premises ; electric light ; 
porter in uniform; moderate rentals.—A: 'y to nal 
KEEPER, 53 way 54, Chancery-lane ; or to . CooKMAN, 63, 
Chancery-lane 








INCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS.—Offices to be 
Let.—A suite of three or five handsom 
taining ba, bay windows, overlooking the beautiful 
gardens; just vacated through retirement; southerly 
ry hall porter in uniform ; moderate inclusive rent.— 
ly, eon Dowsett & Co., 8, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, or 

. CooKMAN, 63, Chancery-lane. 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 
SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge, E.0. 


Drrectors : 
Henry WaAtpemar Lawrence, J.P., Chairman. 
Marx H. Juper, A.R.LB.A. 
Miss Bipper. 
Aargve Conen, Q.C. 
F. A. Harpoastie, F.S.I. 
‘Miss Onme. 
Hewry Rutt. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per cent. 

Deposits received at 4 per cent. 

Withdrawals (shares or Paapeait at short notice. 

promptly made on freehold or leasehold pro- 





ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
(Rost. W. Many, F.8.1., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.S.1., 
J. Bacsnaw Many, F.S.1.), 

12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8,W. 





[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


REV ERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED feo gg or _~ 
Securities and —., PURCHASE Loans 0} 

Annuities thereon 5 | the HQUITABLE RE 
VERSIONARY. INTEREST TY (LIMITED), 10 
Lancaster-place, —e'. Bridge, Stran lished 
iste Capital, £500,000. Interest on tee may be — 


F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 








THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 

CHARLES NORRIS, Secretary. 

Offices, 70, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


EDE AND SON, 


2S% macens, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her avy the Lord Chancellor, the wide of the 
baal cial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





ROBE 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 











=... Scale of = oy ag legal and survey charges, very 
moderate. Prospectus free 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom which 
transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Business. 
ief Office—126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
City Beant, ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.C. 
The Funds in Hand and Capital subscribed exceed 
£2,000,000 Sterling. 
mcaunntienes= 2 --« Esq., 7, SE ne debing, Lin 


Barrister-a 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Peupentox, Esq., 11, Second-avenue, 





West Brighton 
Statement of some of the advantages offered by the Company. 
FIRE and LIFE business are both transacted. Annuities 
are granted, Reversions, Life Interests, &c., purchased, and 
Loans granted on such securities. 
Fire DEPARTMENT. 
1. Liberal settlement of Losses. 
2. Lowest current rates of Premium. 
Lire DEPARTMENT. 
1. Low rates of Premium. 
2. Large Bonuses 
8. Gncentitionel Policiés. 
4. Claims paid immediately - ISAAC I tg and Title. 
7 e Fire 
Manager oT pencter’, 8 vr 





| Fcechadiateal and UNIVERSAL BANK, 
Limited. 


449, Strand, Charing-cross, London, 8.W. 
Authorised Capital, £1,000,000. 
Reserve Fund, &c., £170,000. 
Current Accounts 
The nye of Solicitors is drawn to the fact that both 
and temporary Advances are made upon securi- 
ties, — as Reversions, Equitable Charges, and other 
tangible securities. 
INTEREST ALLOWED ON DEPOSITS : 
At one month’s notice .. ..£4 per cent. 
At three months’ notice ..£5 per cent. 
For one, two, or three years . £6 per cent. 
Interest paid quarterly. 
Balance-sheet, with full poctionioms, forwarded on appli-~ 
cation. J. COCKS, Manager. 






isis 





ESTABLISHED 1651. 


BIRKBECK BANK 
THREE per CENT. saiiecancin a supers 


demand. 
oe +r CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, calculated 


O per 
minimum month] 8 when not drawn below £100. 
“STOCKS, SHARES, an d ANNUITIES purchased 





and 
sold. em 
SAVINGS DEPARTMENT 
t of Thrift the Bank receives 
ro hopes Ga slows Inara ote as of THEE 
PER per annum, on each completed £1. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


OW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE FOR 
OR A PLOT OF 


The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars 














hotel - Benet 


Cc 





